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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE HAS BEEN a good deal of discussion during the 
‘week on the proposed changes in the duties on probates 
and administrations, and it may be interesting, with the 
help of a Parliamentary return, to compare the present 
and proposed rates of duty. Up to £400 the proposed 
rate is lower than the present probate duty ; on estates 
over £800 and under £1,000, it is exactly the same as 
the present probate duty ; beyond that amount it grad- 
ually rises above the present probate duty ; but it is not 
till it reaches estates above £14,000 and under £16,000 
that the proposed duty equals the present administration 
duty. The percentage on the mean value of the pro- 
posed duty on estates of over £1,500 is about 25 per 
cent., while the mean percentage on testate and intes- 
tate estates of the present duty varies from 3 per cent. 
on estates between £1,000 and £1,500 to 1°66 per cent. 
on estates above £200,000 and under £250,000. 





Tur Soricrrors’ RemuNERATION Brit, as amended on 
report, does not contain the clause providing that “where 
by general orders under the Act remuneration for any 
business is prescribed or allowed to be according to a 
scale of rates of commission or percentage, a solicitor 
shall not be entitled, under any agreement under this 





section, to recover from his client, in respect of that 
business, any greater amount than that prescribed or 
allowed, according to that scale, for the same business,’’ 
If, therefore, the Bill is passed in its present form, 
solicitors will be able to make bargains for remuneration 
higher than the scale. In other respects the provisions 
of the Bill are unchanged. 





A CORRESPONDENT draws our attention to a novelty in 
journalistic enterprize. He encloses a circular issued by 
the publishers of a newspaper apparently intended 
mainly for Anglo-Indians, in which the following passage 
occurs :— 

cA special feature of this journal is the ‘Gratis Lacan 
Orrnton’ column, which is devoted to the answer, free of 
charge, by an eminent firm of solicitcrs, of such questions 
respecting British, Indian, and Continental law as may be 
sent to the editor by the readers and subscribers.” 


If this obliging offer is generally taken advantage of, 
some interesting questions are likely to arise. Who will 
be the “eminent firm’s” client—the proprietor of the 
journal, or the subscriber whose questions are answered ? 
Against whom will be the remedy of the latter if the 
‘* eminent firm ” in the course of their efforts to answer 
questions on “ British, Indian, and Continental law ”’ 
should occasionally come a cropper? If the remedy is 
against the eminent firm, it would seem to be only fair 
that their names should be published ; and, indeed, this 
course appears to be imperatively demanded in -the in- 
terests of the profession. Really we ought to know the 
name of the eminent firm who are ready to answer *‘ free 
of expense” any question in English, Scotch, Isle of 
Man, Jersey, or other “ British ” law, or‘in Indian law, or 
“* Continental law,” in order that we may not omit to 
salaam as we pass the door of their gorgeous offices, and 
look in to humbly beg for a morsel of their omniscience. 


A Brit to amend the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, is now 
before Parliament, apparently promoted by the Chambers 
of Commerce, which proposes to effect some important 
changes. It provides (clause 6) that “every bill of 
sale to which the principal Act applies shall be duly 
attested and registered in accordance with the provisions 
of that Act within seven days after the making or giving 
thereof, and shall set forth the consideration for which it 
was given, and such bill of sale shall not be valid as a 
security or have any force or effect either at law or in 
equity [charming forgetfulness of the Judicature Act] 
until it has been so attested and registered as aforesaid.” 
That is to say the doctrine of Davies v, Goodman (27 
W. R. 150) is to be established. The Bill also 
proposes that within seven days after the registration 
of a bill of sale, notice thereof shall be given by 
the grantee by advertisement in the London Gazette, 
and such notice shall state the name, address, and 
occupation of the person by whom the bill of sale was 
given, and also the name of the person to whom or 
in whose favour it was given. And lastly, by a clause 
which ought to be known as the Malins clause, the Bill 
propeses to enact that “a solicitor of the Supreme Court 
attesting a bill of sale shall, before the execution thereof, 
explain its full meaning and effect to the grantor.” 
Have the framers of this Bill considered how long it 
would take to explain the “ full meaning and effect” of 
a legal instrument to anignorant man? The Bill will 
doubtless reappear in the new Parliament, and the law 
societies ought to keep an eye upon it. 





Tue Corrupr Practices Briu now passing through - 
Parliament is very simple in form, but as it deals with 
a much controverted question, both in law and practice, 
it can hardly be expected to produce a very satisfactory 
state of things. The Bill, which continues -the well- 
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known set of Corrupt Practices Acts which began with 
the Corrupt Practices Act, 1854, merely recites and 
repeals the 36th section of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1867, which prescribes that ‘‘ it shall not be 
lawful for any candidate, or any one on his behalf, at any 
election for any borough (except East Retford, Shoreham, 
Cricklade, Much Wenlock, and Aylesbury), to pay any 
money on account of the conveyance of any voter to the 
poll, either to the voter himself or any other person; 
and if any such candidate, or any person on his behalf, 
shall pay any money on account of the conveyance 
of any voter to the poll, such payment shall be deemed to 
be an illegal payment within the meaning of the Corrupt 
Practices Prevention Act, 1854.” The term ‘‘ illegal 
payment” was an ill-chosen one, for in the Act of 1854, 
which defines ‘‘ bribery,” and “ treating ” very precisely, 
the term “illegal payment ” does not occur. The giving, 
however, of ‘‘ any money or valuable consideration to or 
for any voter, or to or for any person on behalf of any 
voter, or to or for any other person in order to induce 
any voter to vote or refrain from voting,” or the 
“corruptly” doing “any such act as aforesaid, on 
account of such voter having voted or refrained from 
voting at avy election,” is one of the numerous offences 
defined as ‘‘ bribery’ by section 2. In Cooper v. Slade 
(6 E, & B. 447) the Exchequer Chamber held that the con- 
ditional payment of travelling expenses was within thissec- 
tion, but that the unconditional payment of them was not. 
The reversal of this decision by the House of Lords (see 
27 L. J. Q. B. 449) quickly led to the passing of 21 & 22 
Vict. c. 87, to which, after the proposed repeal of section 
36 of the Act of 1867 has been accomplished, re- 
course must be had for the law of the subject. 
The Act of 21 & 22 Vict. c. 87, enacts that ‘it 
shall be lawful for any candidate or hisagent .. . 
io provide conveyance for any voter for the purpose of 
polling at an election and not otherwise, but it shall 
not be lawful to pay any money or give any valuable 
consideration to a voter for, or in respect of, his travel- 
ling expenses for that purpose.” The words “ provide 
conveyance’ seem to point to providing carriages, and 
do not appear, strictly speaking, to include the pro- 
curing of railway passes. 








THE LIMITATION OF ACTIONS BILL. 


Tuts is a Bill which will probably re-appear in a future 
Parliament, and calls for a very careful scrutiny on the 
part of the profession and the public. Introduced 
without having been specially demanded, and having 
hitherto escaped remark in the House of Lords, it effects 
very material changes both in the substance and the 
form of the law, and fuses into one a part of a series of 
statutes and cases which are perhaps unparalleled for 
crabbedness and complexity. Shortly put, the Bill 
greatly abridges the periods of limitation as far as all 
the subject-matters dealt with by the Statute of 
James and by the Act 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, are concerned, 
but leaves untouched the subject-matters dealt with by 
the more recent Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, 
and by the “Nullum Tempus” Acts. A complete 
“limitation ” code, therefore, it does not profess to be, 
but on the whole we are inclined to think that, granting 
its principle to be correct, it accomplishes its object in 
a sufficiently convenient manner. 

The following table exhibits the nature of the changes 


proposed :— 
Causes of Action. 


Specialty debts. 

Claims against intestates’ 
estates. 

Debts other than specialty 
debts. 

Calls. 


* See Cork and Bandon Railway Company v. Goode (18 C. B. 


" Period of Limita- 
Present Period of 
f 2 tion proposed by 
Limitation. the Bill. 
20 years. 12 years. 
20 years. 12 years, 


6 years. 3 years. 


20 years.* 3 years. 








4 years. 


Assault or false imprison- 
ment, 

Slander. 

Libel, trespass, trover, and 
other causes of action 
“nob elsewhere in the 
Act provided for.” 

To take these in their order. The proposal to abridge 
the period of the limitation in the first two cases has 
our cordial approval. The sgnctity of a com 
tract by deed as compared with a contract by parol or 
writing is quite sufficiently protected by the interval 
of twelve years, and the burdens upon administrators 
are already so great that the proposal to accelerate the 
operation of the Statute of ‘‘ Repose” in their case is 
to be commended. In this respect the Bill re-enacts, 
with a merely verbal alteration, the statute 23 & 24 Vict, 
c. 38, s. 13, as far as intestates’ estates are concerned, but 
with the important extending words that, “for the 
purposes of this section, the expression ‘share of the 
personal estate of any person dying intestate ’ shall be 
deemed to include the undisposed-of portion of the 
personal estate of a person dying testate.” 

It is upon the 6th clause, which abridges the period 
of limitation of “an action for a debt other than a 
specialty’ from six years to three, that the greatest 
controversy will arise. Lord Westbury, it will be re- 
membered, proposed to abridge the period from six years 
to two, but he was quickly compelled to abandon his 
measure by pressure from without, and it never so much 
as passed the House of Lords. It is not to be 
supposed that the Chambers of Commerce will 
be mollified into acquiescence by this proposal to give 
them one year more, and it is to be hoped that if the Bill 
be re-introduced next session, the question of principle 
will be discussed at greater length than has hitherto 
been the case. For the public generally there is little 
doubt that the alteration would be beneficial for two 
reasons. First, those who pay ready money would h ave 
to pay much less to compensate their creditor for his 
losses by the “bad debts” of other people. Secondly, 
there would be far less need for hoarding up accumula- 
tions of receipts to provide against the possibilities of 
being called upon to pay the same bill twice. Still, the 
question is one upon which the evidence of experts ought 
to be had, and we should not be surprised if the Bill 
were to be referred to a Select Committee in order that 
such evidence might be taken. 

With regard to the other causes of action, the suge 
gested shorter periods are, with one or two exceptions, 
more desirable than the present longer periods. 
It is absurd that a man should have an action for 
libel hanging over him for six years, or an action for 
assault for four. But the question arises whether the 
cases in which an action for these causes is unduly 
delayed are sufficiently numerous to call for an alteration 
of the law. We never, ourselves, knew or heard of a 
case in which the Statute of Limitations was pleaded to 
an action for slander or false imprisonment, These are 
actions which, being brought to clear the character, are 
always brought speedily or not at all. The exceptions. 
in which, perhaps, no change is required are 
trespass and trover. On the other hand, malicious 
prosecution might well be placed in the same category 
as false imprisonment if any alteration should be 
deemed desirable. 

We will now notice the principal amendments of 
detail. Two of them are placed together in clause 10, of 
which the first two sub-sections are as follow :— 

(1) In the case of a cause of action being concealed 


2 years, 


2 years. 
6 years, 


1 year, 
3 years, 





816) ; Companies Act, 1862, 8.16. By clause 15 of the Bili, 
“specialty debt’? “does not include mohey payable under 2. 
statute, unless it is declared by the statute to be a specialty 
debt.” The effect of this will be that calls under the Companies 
Clauses Act wiil be barred in three years, but that calls under 
he | Companies Act will not be barred till twelve, Is this 
intende 
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from the person entitled to bring such action, the right 
to bring an action in respect of any matter affected by 
that concealment shall be deemed to accrue from the 
time at which such cause of action is or might, with rea- 
sonable diligence, have been discovered by the person for 
the time being entitled to bring the action. 

(2) In the case of a sum due by a banker to his custo- 
mer as such, the cause of action shall not be deemed to 
accrue until demand has been made for the sum by such 
customer or his legal personal representative. 

The first of these sub-sections is suggested by 
Imperial Gas Light and Coke Company v. London Gas 
Light Company (10 Ex. 39), and the second by Pott v. 
Clegg (16 M. & W. 324). In the former of these cases 
it was held that it was no answer to a plea of the 
statute 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, that the plaintiff was prevented 
by the defendant’s fraud from knowing of the cause of 
action until after the time of limitation has expired, but 
it was also held that such fraud might of itself con- 
stitute a cause of action. The alteration effected by 
the Bill follows the words of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, s, 26, 
which prevents the time from running in real property 
cases, and which the cases of Chetham v. Hoare 
(L. R. 9 Eq. 571), and Vane v. Vane (21 W. R. 252) 
have recently made better knowa than they would other- 
wise have been. 

The proposed reversal of the somewhat artificial rule 
of Pott v. Clegg, that a banker, who has. re- 
tained his customer’s money for more than six years 
without payment of any cheque or allowance of any 
interest, may proceed to appropriate it to his own 
use, is a far more serious matter. ‘The Bill, as we 
have seen, by the enactment that the cause of action is 
not to accrue until demand has been made for the sum 
standing to the customer’s account, practically abolishes 
the Statute of Limitations so far as banker and customer 
are concerned. Now, on the one hand, it is flat injustice 
that the mere neglect to draw a cheque for six years 
—or, @ fortiori, three—should have the effect of turning 
a loan into a gift ; while, on the other hand, it is very 
hard upon a banker that he should be obliged to keep 
dead accounts, large or small, open for an indefinite time. 
We think it doubtful whether many bankers could 
be found who would avail themselves of the protection 
of the law, but we have no doubt whatever 
that the cases in which bankers get the benefit of dead 
men’s accounts from pure ignorance of executors are 
pretty frequent. Only the other day a professional 
‘inquirer ’’ sued executors upon a promise to pay him a 
share of an account in consideration of his giving them 
“information ”’ as to the bank with which the account 
had been kept. The only evidence is the pass-book, and 
misers, old women, and persons of weak intellect, who 
are the best friends of bankers, are not unfrequently in 
the habit of secreting a pass-book, or perhaps one of two 
pass-books—a practice which would most effectually 
keep an executor off the scent. What then is to be 
done? The simplest amendment should be, that 
the clause should stand as it is, with the proviso 
that after the lapse of ten years the right of the castomer 
should be barred. It might perhaps be suggested that 
the banker should pay the money into court under the 
Trustee Relief Act, or “‘to the Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer for the time being,” —as a testator once phrased 
it—“ for the use and behoof of his beloved country, Great 
Britain ” (Nightingalev. Goulburn, 5 Hare, 484); but both 
these suggestions are a little too fanciful for a House of 
Commons, of which not a few bankers are distinguished 
ornaments. An enactment that it should become the 
duty of a banker to furnish his customers with annual 
statements of accounts in all cases where a balance 
exceeds, say £100, might perhaps meet the case 
sufficiently; and we do not see why this or some other 
remedial enactment should not come into operation at 
once, and not be deferred, with the rest of the Bill, till 
the Ist of January, 1883. 

The re-enactment of the saving for absence beyond 
seas, which appeared in the Statute of James, but was 


repealed by the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, 
does not seem necessary. The repeal was no doubt 
carefully considered, and seems to have been suggested 
by the increased facility of communication with foreign 
parts which is the leading feature of modern times. 
We cannot but think that this facility has been at 
least doubled by the multiplication of railways and 
telegraphs since 1856, and the proposed repeal appears 
to be uncalled for, and likely to prove troublesome 
in practice. At any rate, there should be some utmost 
allowance for disability, as in the Real Property Limi- 
tation Act, 1874. 











NAMES OF COMPANIES. 
Il. 


Srvce what it is sought to prevent is the attraction to 
itself by one company of business intended for another 
company, it is evident that the remedy would be very 
inefficient if it could only be called for when the two 
names were identical. Hence the rule is, that protection 
will be granted, not only against identical names, but 
against names substantially the same. Hence, in Lee v. 
Haley, Lord Justice Giffard speaks of the assumption by 
a defendant of ‘‘ the same name, or the same name with 
a slight alteration” as the plaintiff uses; hence, in 
Brooklyn White Lead Company v. Masury (25 Barb. 
S. C. 416), Mr. Justice Mitchell, in the Supreme Court 
of New York, states that ‘“‘any false name that is 
assumed in imitation of a prior true name” isin violation 
of the right of the owner of that prior name. It is 
seldom, indeed, that it is the same name that the de- 
fendants adopt, but when that is the case, the plaintiff is 
generally relieved from discussiag the probability of 
deception, since there can be little doubt of that 
probability. However, in Lawson v. Bank of London, 
and Newby v. Oregon Central Railway Company (Deady, 
609), the plaintiff failed—in the first case, because he 
had not pleaded that he had actually used the name by 
carrying on business; in the second case, because the 
plaintiff was not the injured company, but a bondholder 
and creditor of that company, who was held not to be 
entitled to sue until the company had itself refused to 
take proceedings. In India Rubber Comb Company v. 
Meyer (New York Superior Court, 1875) the plaintiffs 
succeeded. 

When the names are not identical, but only more or 
less similar, then it is that the second point suggested by 
Vice-Chancellor Shadwell, in the London and Provinciat 
Society’s case, comes to the front, and it becomes 
necessary for the court to consider “ whether, taking all 
the names together, it is or is not apparent that there 
is such a deceptive quality as is likely to produce the 
injury complained of.” And in estimating the probabilty 
of deception, a right conclusion has to be arrived at, not 
only by examining the names side by side, but also by 
weighing the other circumstances of the case, as will be 
geen from a recapitulation of the decisions. 

The first case on the subject was that of The London 
and Provincial Law Assurance Society v. The London 
and Provincial Joint Stock Life Assurance Company 
(17 L. J. Ch. 37), in which Vice-Chancellor Shadwell 
thought that no deception was probable, and that there 
was a doubt as to the length of user, and consequently 
refused to grant an injunction on motion, but directed 
an action to be brought. Next came Purser v. Brain (17 
L. J. Ch. 141), in which ‘‘The London Manure Company” 
sought to restrain the use by another company of 
the name ‘The London Patent Manure Company,” 
and the same result followed, there being again a ques- 
tion as to the length of time during which the plaintiffs 
had {traded under their name. Then comes the case 
before the Supreme Court of New York, Brooklyn 
White Lead Company v. Masury, mentioned above, in 
which, the plaintiffs being in the habit of labelling 
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their kegs of white lead “Brooklyn White Lead 
Company,’ the defendant at first labelled his ‘‘ Brook- 
lyn White Lead, pure, 100 Ibs.” and afterwards 
changed this to “Brooklyn White Lead and Zinc 
Company,” and was restrained by injunction. In this 
case the name lastly adopted was extremely similar to 
that which the plaintiffs used, and the change from the 
former inscription testified to the defendant’s animus. 
Besides, the application cf the name to the goods sold 
by the parties, introduced somewhat special considera- 
tions. In the case of The London Assurance v. The 
London and Westminster Assurance Corporation 
(Limited) (32 L. J. Ch. 664), Stuart, V.C., did not 
think the case was one in which he would be justified in 
granting an injunction; and in The Colonial Life 
Assurance Company v. The Home and Colonial 
Assurance Company (Limited) (12 W. R. 783, 33 Beav. 
548), Lord Romilly, M.R., refused an injunction, and 
said that he considered that the real object of the motion 
was to obtain a monopoly of the word “ Colonial.” 
Next after these cases comes one which has already been 
frequently cited, and which is very much referred to in 
practice, that of Lee v. Haley, in which Malins, V.C. (18 
W. R. 181), and Lord Justice Giffard (18 W. R. 242, 
L. R. 5 Ch. 155), were of opinion that a limited injunc- 
tion must be granted. There the plaintiffs were coal 
merchants, carrying on business in Pall Mall, under the 
name of “The Guinea Coal Company,” and the 
defendant was a former manager of the plaintiffs’, 
who set up business in the Strand under the name of 
** The Pall Mall Guinea Coal Company,” and afterwards, 
still trading under the same name, removed to Pall 
Mall, a few doors from the plaintiffs’ establishment. 
The attempt was too barefaced, and an injunction was 
granted, but it was thought that safficient protection 
would be afforded to the plaintiffs by restricting the 
prohibition to Pall Mall, and the injunction was accord- 
ingly limited in that respect. In Holmes, Booth, & 
Haydens v. The Holmes, Booth, and Atwood Manufac- 
turing Company, two of the principal promoters of the 
plaintiff company left it, and established the defendant 
company, under a titlein which their own names wereagain 
very prominent. The circumstances connected with the 
formation of the defendant company could not be over- 
looked, and the Supreme Court of Connecticut restrained 
the use of the two names, The list ends with four more 
cases which have come before the Chancery Division 
within the last few months, in all of which the plaintiffs 
failed. In The London and County Banking Company 
v. The Hampshire and North Wilts Bank (June 7, 
1878), the Master of the Rolls declined to restrain the 
defendants from changing their name to that of “ The 
Capital and Counties Bank,’’ thinking that deception was 
not probable. In T7’ie Merchant Banking Company of 
London (Limited) v. The Merchants’ Joint Stock Bank 
(26 W. R. 847, L. R. 9 Ch. D. 560), after dealing with 
the provision in the Companies Act of 1862, which will 
be noticed presently, the Master of the Rolls again 
thought that deception was not probable, and refused 
the motion. And it is worthy of note that he specially 
adverted to the fact that the plaintiff company carried 
on business in Cannon-street, and the defendant com- 
pany had taken premises in Bloomsbury, which went 
far to negative the probability of an intention to appro- 
priate the plaintiffs’ business. In fact, in this respect 
this case may be advantageonsly contrasted with Lee v. 
Haley. Thenin The Army and Navy Co-operative Society 
v. The Junior Army and Navy Stores (Limited) (January 
17, 1879), again before the Master of the Rolls, the latter 
was of opinion that the prefix of the word “junior” to 
the defendants’ name was quite sufficient to prevent 
deception, and he laid stress on the fact, peculiar to this 
case, of the customers of the plaintiff society belonging 
to a special class, since by the rules of the society they 
must be shareholders, or persons introduced through 
shareholders, and must, therefore, be well aware of 
the identity of the two societies. ‘The last case is 
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The Australian Mortgage, Land, and Finance Company 
v. Australian and New Zealand Mortgage Company 
(January 17, 1880), in which the Court of Appeal, affirm- 
ing the decision of Malins, V.C., refused to interfere 
with the name of the defendant company, which was 
not so similar to that of the plaintiff company as to be 
likely to cause deception, besides which it was a mere 
description of the business done by the company, and 
contained no special catchword. From this review of 
the cases it will be seen that the measure of success 
attained by plaintiff companies has been very moderate 
indeed, and that litigation in such cases cannot be 
recommended unless the circumstances pointing to fraud 
are unusually strong. The fact is that the choice of 
names by which a new company can desigzuate itself, so 
as to satisfy the double purpose, of describing the 
character of its own operations and distinguishing itself 
from the eompanies already in the field, is necessarily 
very limited, and the exercise of too great stringency 
by the courts might easily result in a monopoly of 
various classes of business being practically secured for 
the old-established companies. 

The 20th section of the Companies Act, 1862, to 
which reference was made above, is in the following 
terms :—‘‘ No company shall be registered under a name 
identical with that by which a subsisting company is 
already registered, or so nearly rerembling the same as 
to be calculated to deceive, except in a case where such 
subsisting company is in the course of being dissolved, 
and testifies its consent in such manner as the registrar 
requires; and if any company, through inadvertence or 
otherwise, is, without such consent as aforesaid, 
registered by a name identical with that by which a 
subsisting company is registered, or so nearly resembling 
the same as to be calculated to deceive, such first- 
mentioned company may, with the sanction of the 
registrar, change its name.” This section was fully con- 
sidered by the Master of the Rolls in the Jferchant 
Banking Company's case, in which it was much relied 
upon by the plaintiffs. Both companies had there been 
registered, the defendants’ name having been selected by 
the registrar from several submitted to him, and the 
Master of the Rolls laid down that, after registration, 
the prohibitive provision in the clause did not apply, 
since that was only aimed at the registration of similar 
names, and that where the registration had once been 
effected, the Act no longer applied, and the case might be 
treated independently of the Act, and simply with 
regard to the probability of deception. ‘he section, he 
explained, would prevent the registration of similar 
names for companies, though they carried on quite 
different businesses, but when such cases were brought 
before the court apart from the Act, there would be no 
equity to entitle the one to interfere with the name of 
the other, since the companies would not clash in their 
operations, 

It seems that the name of a company may be registered 
as a trade-mark under the Trade-Marks Registration 
Act, 1875, though, when the name was not used as a 
trade-mark before the passing of the Act, it would have 
to be “printed, impressed, or woven in some particular 
and distinctive manner.” By the United States Trade- 
Marks Registration Act, 1870, the Commissioner of 
Patents was prohibited from receiving and recording any 
proposed trade-mark which was “ merely the name of @ 
person, firm, or corporation only,” but this prohibition 
was qualified by the proviso that the section should not 
‘ prevent the registry of any lawful trade-mark rightfully 
used at the time of the passing of the Act.” Under 
this proviso it has been decided (Jn re India Rubber 
Comb Company, 8 U. 8S. Off. Pat. Gage, 905; In re 
Rubber Clothing Company, 10 Ib. 114) that the names 
of corporations may be registered when they were in 
actual use as trade-marks on July 8, 1870, It is true 
that the American Trade-Marks Registration Act has 
been recently declared by the Supreme Court of the 
United States to be void, as having been enacted out- 
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aide the limits set for the Legislature by the Constitution 
of the United States; but it seems probable that steps 
will, before long, be taken by which the Act will be 
substantially re-enacted. 





<a 
—— 


Rebhtews. 
TORTS. 


Wrones anv Turrr Remepizs; Berne a TREATISE ON 
THE Law or Torts. By C. G. Appison. Firru 
Epition, by Lewis W. Cave, one of her Majesty’s 
Counsel. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Cave has re-arranged his matter, and by omitting 
the parts of the last edition which related to questions of 
pleading and the rights and duties of bailors and bailees 
inter se, the duties of carriers in conveying goods, and 
distress for rent, he has considerably diminished the 
_ bulk of the present edition. The arrangement of the 
matter on the single basis of the nature of the right 
infringed is an unquestionable improvement in the 
framework of the book ; the next matter needing reform 
is the mode of filling up this framework. We cannot 
say we are altogether satisfied with the mode in which 
some of the recent cases have been dealt with. Thus, at 
p. 338, Hurdman v. North-Eastern Railway Company 
(26 W. R. 489), is treated as if it involved the same con- 
siderations as Fletcher v. Rylands (L. R. 3 H. L. C. 330). 
The well-known statement of principle in the last-men- 
tioned case is first cited: ‘‘ A person who, for his own 
purposes, brings upon his land, and collects and keeps 
there, water in such quantities as to be likely to do mis- 
chief if it escapes,” &c., and then follows the decision in 
Hurdman’ s case, introduced with a ‘‘ Thus if any one,” 
&c. Now, it is to be observed that in Hurdman’s case the 
defendant did not bring upon his land, and collect and 
keep on his land any water. Again, on p. 333, the 
doctrine in Fletcher v. Rylands prefaces a statement of 
the decision in Firth v. Bowling Iron Company (26 
‘W. R. 558). Surely some attempt should have been 
made to point out that the bearing of this case on 
Fletcher v. Rylands is merely to show what may be the 
natural consequences of the escape of dangerous or 
noxious matters maintained on lands, on to a neighbour's 
land. Again, the case of Western Counties Manure 
Company v. Lawes Chemical Manure Company (23 
‘W. R. 5) should, we think, have been made the subject 
of a separate head, “ Slander of Goods,”’ following Slander 
-of Title, instead of being mentioned in the first chapter. 
We observe with some surprise that no mention is made 
of Angus v. Dalton (27 W. R. 623); this case should, 
at least, have been cited as supporting Bower v. Peate 
(L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 321). We are bound, however, to say 
that, on the whole, the work has been brought into a 
‘better shape than any in which we have formerly known 
it, and that the effect of the statutory changes has 
een noticed with care. 








STONES JUSTICES’ MANUAL. 


Tus Justices’ Manvat; on, Guipe to tHe ORDINARY 
Doties or a Justice or tHE Peace, &c. By the late 
Samvuet Sronz, Esq. The Twentiern Epirion. Edited 
by Grorce B, Kennett, Esq., Solicitor, Shaw & 
‘Sons. 

Mr. Kennett has prefixed to this edition of Stone a 
preface in which he deals in a very decided and useful 
‘way with some of the difficulties which have been raised 
on the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879. He differs 
from Mr. R. S. Wright's opinion that the Act has no 
application to rates, and points out that the Home Office 
is evidently of opinion that the Act extends to rates, or 
the circular to justices’ clerks (to which we recently 
referred), would not have said “The Act draws a 
distinction between the procedure for the recovery of 








fines, and the procedure for the recovery of civil 
debts, such as rates [ss. 6, 35]; in the latter 
case the proceedings are of a civil nature.” Mr. 
Kennett also, we are glad to observe, draws atten- 
tion to the violation of the spirit, if notof the letter, 
of the Act which is involved in the appointment of the 
house of a magistrate as an occasional court-house. The 
intention of the enactment that a case shall be tried ‘‘ in 
open court” is obviously to secure a trial in a public 
place where the prisoner’s friends may know that he is 
to be tried. Turning to the body of the work, we find 
the provisions of the Summary Jurisdiction Act carefully 
inserted and explained. On the subject of section 25, 
with regard to which some learned writers on the Act 
have raised a doubt whether the defendant may give 
evidence on oath, we observe that Mr. Kennett adopts 
the same view which we took, and holds that the words 
“asin the case cf any other complaint’’ refer only to 
the liability to costs. The care and accuracy with which 
the book has been edited are shown by the fact that the 
section relating to police proceedings for penalties in 
relation to dogs which was embedded in the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Act of last session is to be found 
duly noticed at page 117. 








General Corresponvence. 


To Corresponpents.—All letters intended for publica- 
tion in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenti- 
cated by the name of the writer. The Editor cannot 
undertake to return MSS. forwarded to him. 


—_— 


MORTGAGE OF LAND IN NEW ZEALAND. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir, — As a subscriber to your journal, I shall 
feel obliged to you if you will inform me whether, in 
New Zealand, there is any land registry which requires a 
mortgage of land there to be registered. 

Iam advancing to some clients in England money 
upon the security of their share in certain real and lease- 
hold property in New Zealand, and am anxious to know 
whether, as a matter of fact, it will be necessary that the 
mortgage should be registered in New Zealand. 

The facts are that a mortgage of a share in pro- 
perty in New Zealand, was executed on the 20th 
of October, 1877, and not registered, and a further 
charge, indorsed on the same mortgage, was executed on 
the 28th of September, 1878, also not registered, and a 
further charge by separate deed is now about to be 
executed. The point is whether, if registration is 
necessary, the last charge can be registered without the 
previous mortgage and charge, or either of them, being 
registered. If so, what is the form required on the 
registration? Must there be a memorial executed here, 
as in registering deeds in Yorkshire, or in the Middlesex 
Registry, or must the original mortgages and further 
charges be sent to New Zealand for registration ? 
E. 8. 
Manchester. 


[The New Zealand Land Registry Act (24 Vict. No. 
27) provides for the registration of mortgage deeds 
(section 35), and enacts {section 37) that ‘‘ registered 
charges on the same land shall take priority of all un- 
registered charges, and as between themselves shall rank 
according to the order in which they are entered in the 
register, and not according to the order in which they 
are created.” It seems from the Land Registration 
Ordinance of 1841 that the mode of registration is to 
present the instrument for registration, but we can find 
no recent information on the subject.—Ep. 8. J,] 
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Cases of the Geek. 


GenEeraL Power oF APPOINTMENT BY WILL—EXERCISE 
BY Witt or Prior Date—Witts Act (1 Vict. c. 26), ss. 
24, 27.—In a case of Boyes v. Cook, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 12th inst., the question arose whether a 
general power of appointment by will, created by a deed, 
had been executed bya will of prior date. In October, 
1860, a husband made a will by which he devised and 
bequeathed his real estate and the residue of his personal 
estate to trustees, upon trust for the benefit of his wife 
and children, In Apri], 1861, differences having arisen 
between the husband and wife, a separation deed was 
executed, by which the husband vested the bulk of his 
property, real and personal (the real estate to be converted 
into money) in trustees, upon trusts for the benefit of him- 
self, his wife, and children. The trust as to one-third of 
the settled property was, to pay the income to the husband 
for his life, and after his death to hold that one-third upon 
trust for such persons as he should by will appoint. The 
husband died in 1875, without having revoked or altered 
the will of 1860, and the question arose whether that will 
was an exercise of the power given by the settlement. 
Malins, V.C., held that the power had not been exercised 
by the will. He was of opinion, following his own decision 
in-the case of In re Ruding’s Settlement (20 W. R. 936, 
L. R. 14 Eq. 266), that the court ought to have regard to 
the circumstances existing at the time when the settlement 
was executed, and that those circumstances showed that 
the testator could not have intended the will to be an 
exercise of the power. The Court of Appeal (Jauss, 
Brett, and Corton, L.JJ.), held that, in construing the 
will, the only surrounding circumstances which could be 
looked at were circumstances existing at the time when 
the will was executed, and they reversed the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s decision, holding that the will had exercised the 
power; thus in effect overruling In re Ruding’s Settlement. 
—Soricrtors, Munton & Morris; Lewis & Indermaur ; 
Saunders §& Baker. 


Practice — ApJupication oF Bankruptcy — Two 
Peritions—HEARING oF SECOND PETITION First—Co.u- 
siON—PoweEr oF Court ovER Conpuct or ProceEDINGs— 
ArpEAL— “ Prrson AGGRIEVED” Bankruptcy ACT, 
1869, s. 71—Banxruprcy Rugs, 1870, rR, 48.—In a case 
of Ex parte Mason, before the Court of Appeal on the 11th 
inst., a question arose as to the practice in bankruptcy when 
two or more petitions are presented by different creditors 
against the same debtor. Rule 48 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 
1870, provides that ‘‘where two or more petitions are 
presented to the sane court against the same debtor, the 
petition which was first presented shall be heard first ; and 
where such first petition shall not have been served, or where 
the debtor shows cause against the petition, or where delay 
will be avoided, any other petition which has been served 
may be heard, and, if the court makes adjudication thereon, 
the court shall, after the expiration of the time allowed for 
appeal against the adjudication, dismiss all the other petitions 
upon such terms as to costs as it shall deem just.” Two 
bankruptcy petitions were presented in a county court 
against a debtor on the 18th of December, both petitions 
alleging as the act of bankruptcy that the debtor had filed 
@ liquidation petition, the proceedings under which had 
proved abortive. The petition which was filed first was 
presented by a hostile creditor; the second petition was 
presented by a creditor for whom the same solicitor acted 
who had acted for the debtor in the liquidation proceedings, 
When he filed the second petition he knew of the filing 
of the first. The registrar appointed the 8th of January 
for the hearing of both petitions. The first petition was not 
served on the debtor till late in the evening of the 18th of 
December. Meanwhile, the second petition was served, and 
the debtor, under the provisions of rule 42, consented in 
writing to an immediate adjudication, and an adjudication 
was accordingly made on the second petition before the first 
petition had been served. The first petitioner appealed to the 
Chief Judge against the adjudication, alleging himself to be 
& person aggrieved by it. There was evidence that the 
sages had been obtained by collusion between the 
debtor and the second creditor. The Chief Judge made a 





declaration that the order of adjudication was not to prejudice: 
the right of the appellant to prosecute the first petition, 
and ordered that all proceedings under the adjudication on 
the second petition should be stayed until after the first 
petition should have been heard and disposed of. A trustee 
bad been appointed before the appeal was heard by the Chief 
Judge. The Court of Appeal (Jamzs, Brett, and Corroy, 
L.JJ.) held the county court judge had full jurisdiction, under 
rule 48, to hear the second petition first, and to make an 
adjudication on it. And they said that the first creditor had 
adopted an entirely wrong course of procedure. He had no 
right to appeal against the adjudication, Ho was not a 
person aggrieved by the order of adjudication within the 
meaning of section 71. An adjudication was the very thing 
he was asking for himself. What he was really aggrieved 
by was that the conduct of the proceedings under the 
adjudication up to the appointment of a trustee would be in the 
hands of the second petitioner and his solicitor. But that 
did not give him a right to appeal against the adjudication, 
His proper course would have been to apply to the county 
court judge to give him the conduct of the proceedings under 
the adjudication, and there was full jurisdiction to do that: 
in a case where a second petitioner had procured the hearing 
of his petition first by collusion, just as the Court of Chancery 
was in the habit of giving the conduct of an administration 
decree to « creditor who had first instituted a suit, when a 
creditor, who had come into the field later, had obtained the 
decree by collusion with the executors. The same principle 
applied to adjudications of bankruptcy. But, a trustee having 
been now appointed, it was too late to give the conduct of the 
proceedings to the first creditor. And, as he had adopted & 
wrong course, he must pay the costs of both appeals. The 
first petition must be dismissed, but the costs of it would be 
allowed out of the estate of the bankrupt.—SoniciToRs, 
Layton § Jaques ; Nash § Field. 


TRADE-MARK—REGISTRATION—"' SPECIAL AND DistT1no- 
TIVE Worp”—TrRape-Marks Registration Act, 1875- 
(38 & 39 Vicr. c. 91), ss. 2, 10.—In a case of In re The 
Royal Baking Powder Company, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 12th inst., the company had applied for the regis- 
tration of the word *‘ Royal” as their trade-mark in re- 
spect of baking powder, baking compound, or yeast 
powder. The registrar refused to register the word 
‘* Royal” alone, and his refusal was affirmed by Bacon, 
V.C. The Vice-Chancellor’s decision was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal (Jamzs, Bretr, and Corron, L.JJ.). But 
their lordships intimated an opinion that an application 
for the registration of the words “ Royal Baking Powder” 
as a trade-mark might have been taken into consideration. 
—Souicitors, Duffield § Bruty ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 


Owner oF ForEsHoRE—Ricut to Remove Snuincre— 
DEFENCE oF THE REALM AGAINST THE SEA—PREROGATIVE 
AND Duty or Crown.—In a case of The Attorney-General 
v. Tomline, before the Court of Appeal on the 13th inst., an 
important and apparently novel question arose with regard to 
the right of the owner of the foreshore to remove a natural 
bank of shingle which protects the adjoining Jand from the 
inroads of the sea, and as to the prerogative and duty of the 
Crown to preserve the realm from those inroads, The action, 
which was an information by the Attorney-General on behalf 
of the Crown, and an action by the Secretary of State for 
War, as plaintiff, arose thus:—The Secretary for War was 
the owner in fee siwple, in trust for the Crown, of the site of 
a martello tower and the inclosure surrounding it. This land 
immediately adjoined on one side the shore of the estuary of 
a tidal river. The defendant was the lord of the manor, and 
the owner of the foreshore. The plaintiff’s Innd was below 
the level of the sea at high-water in spring tides. Tho land 
‘was protected from the inroads of the sea by a natural bask 
of vo which formed part of the foreshore. The defend- 
ant had been removing shingle from this bank, and, in con- 
sequence of the removal, the sea had overflowed the plaintifi’s 
land. The plaintiff claimed an injiMmction to restrain the 
further removal of shingle by the defendant so as to endanger 
the plaintiff’s land or to expose it to the inroads of the sea. 
Fry, J., was of opinion (28 W. R, 76, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 214) 
that it is part of the prerogative of the Crown, and that it is 
consequently the duty of the Crown, to preserve the realm 
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from the ‘inroads of the sea. The law must take cog- 
mizance of this duty of the Crown, though it could not 
enforce the performance of the duty. But, if this 


duty existed, it was impossible to suppose that 
the subject should be at liberty to destroy that 
which the Crown was bound to protect. His lordship, 
therefore, granted the injunction claimed. The Court of 
Appeal (James, Brett, and Corron, L.JJ.), affirmed the 
decision on the same ground. Jamzs, L.J., said that in his 
opinion it was the duty rather than the prerogative of 
the Crown to preserve the realm from the encroach- 
ments of the sea, and, if so, it was its duty to protect 
the land, not only by erecting artificial walls where 
that might be necessary, but also by keeping up the 
natural protection of a bank of great geological antiquity. 
The bank in question was, therefore, under the protection of 
the Royal prerogative in this sense, that any person remov- 
ing the bank, so as to prevent the Crown from performing 
its public duty, would be doing an unlawful act, in the same 
way as it would be an unlawful act to interfere with an 
artificial sea wall which it was the duty of the Crown to 
maintain. Such an act would be in the nature of a nuisance, 
and any person who was injured by it was entitled to call 
upon the court to restrain it. It had been contended before 
Fry, J., that the defendant was only making a natural use 
of his land, and that, by analogy to the cases relating to 
mining operations, a neighbouring landowner could not 
complain of such a use of the defendant’s land, even though 
the result of it was to divert water on to the plaintiff's land. 
And in this point of view Fry, J., was disposed to think 
that the defendant was justified in what he was doing. But 
James, L.J., said that he thought the authorities as to the 
legal rights and liabilities of landowners in relation to sub- 
terranean works threw no light upon the case of a visible 
bank operating as a protection against the inroads of the 
ocean. The two matters were so remote that the authorities 
relating to the one did not. supply any safe analogy as to the 
other, The appeal was accordingly dismissed.—So.ici Tors, 
W. Tindal Perkins ; W. F. Stokes. 





PATENT—INFRINGEMENT—SALE IN ENGLAND OF Goops 
ManuracturED ApRoAD.—In a case of Von Heyden v. Neu- 
stadt, before the Court of Appeal on the 15th inst, a 
uestion as to the infringement of a patent arose appar- 
ently for the first time in that court. The plaintiff was the 
owner of an English patent, and he manufactured and sold 
in England goods made according to the patented process. 
The defendants imported from Germany, and sold in 
England, goods made according to a process which was, 
asthe court held upon the evidence, an infringement of 
the plaintiff's patent. Bacon, V.C., granted an injunction 
to restrain the defendants from thus infringing the plain- 
tiff's patent. In the course of the argument of the appeal 
the court suggested a doubt whether, if an English patent 
is granted for a process only, and that process is imitated 
abroad, the importation of the product so made abroad 
and the sale of it in England is an infringement of the 
patent. In delivering tne jadgment of the court (JAMEs, 
Brett, and Corton, L.JJ.), James, L.J., said that it had 
already been decided by himself, when Vice-Chancellor, in 
Elmslie v. Boursier (18 W. R. 665, L. BR. 9 Eq. 217), that 
such an importation and sale was an infringement, and 
that decision was approved of, adopted, and followed by 
the Conrt of Exchequer in Wright v. Hitchcock (L. R. 5 
Ex. 37). Those decisions had never been questioned, and 
their lordships sawno ground for dissenting from them. 
It was true that the Statute of James only mentioned “ the 
sole working or making of any manner of new manufacture 
within this realm.” But that statute gave no right to the 
inventor; it was a statute for abolishing and forbidding 
monopolies, and the 6th section, under which the Crown 
acted in granting patents, was a mere proviso excepting 
from the operation of the Act certain patents or grants of 
privileges, which were to be “of such force as they should 
be if this Act had never been made, and of none other.” Every 
patentee derived his monopoly from the ancient power and 
Prerogative of the Crown thus saved and preserved. What 
the Crown could lawfully do, and had lawfully done, after 
that statute, was shown by the uniform tenor of the letters 
mp which had been since issued, the validity of which 

ad never been called in question, and that form of letters 
patent. had now been expressly authorized by the Act 15 & 








16 Vict. c. 83, s. 54. The question, therefore, was to be 
determined upon the true construction of the letters patent 
themselves. It was upon that construction that Elmslie v. 
Boursier was decided. Their lordships saw no reason to 
doubt the conclusions there arrived at—viz., that the sole 
right granted by the Crown to make, use, exercise, and vend 
the invention within the United Kingdom, and the right to 
have and enjoy the whole profit, benefit, commodity, and 
advantage accruing and arising by reason of the invention, 

included a monopoly of the sale in this country of products 
made according to the patented process, whether made in 

the realm or elsewhere. Any other construction would, in 
the case of any really valuable invention of a process, render 
the whole privilege granted by the Crown futile. At the 
time when patents extended only to England, an imitator 
would only have had to establish his factory on the other 
side of the border, and now such an imitator would only 
have to establish his factory at Boulogne or Ostend, and he 
would effectually deprive the inventor of the ‘* whole profit, 
benefit, commodity, and advantage’ ofhisinvention. And, 
the more valuable the invention the more’ certain it would 
be that the prohibition in the letters patent would be thus 
indirectly avoided—that, is evaded. The appeal was accord- 
ingly dismissed. — Sonicrrors, Lumley § Lumley; Van 
Sandau & Cumming. 





PRACTICE—SERVICE OUT OF THE JURIsDICTION—CONTRACT 
MADE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION—MortTGaGe or Sarre— 
Oxp. 11, R. 1.—On the 17th inst., the Court of Appeal re- 
versed the decision of Bacon, V.C., in the case of MeStephens 
v. Carnegie (28 W. R. 385). The question was as to the 
propriety of anorder which had been made inchambers, giving 
the plaintiffsleave to serve notice of the writ in the action upon 
some defendants who were foreigners out of the jurisdiction. 
The plaintiffs, McStephens & Co., were the first mortgagees 
of a British ship. The defendant Carnegie was the second 
mortgagee. In June, 1877, the ship arrived at Antwerp 
from the Mediterranean, with a cargo consigned to some 
merchants there, and after she had discharged her cargo she 
came to London. The consignees refused to pay the freight, 
and the master of the ship, on behalf of the owners, sued 
them in the Belgian court. An order for payment was 
made, and in July, 1878, the freight was paid to Rays & Co., 
of Antwerp. The plaintiffs said that it was paid to Ruys & 
Co. as the ship’s brokers ; the defendant Carnegie said that 
it was paid to them ashisagents. In June, 1877, the master 
of the ship had commenced an action against the owners in 
the Admiralty Division for wages and disbursements incurred 
by him on the voyage. McStephens & Co. intervened in this 
action, and in September, 1877, the ship was sold, and, 
after satisfying the claim of the master, the balance was 
paid to McStephens & Co. in part discharge of their mort- 
gage. A considerable balance, however, remained dué to 
them. Their mortgage contained no express assigament of 
the freight tothem. They had also paid a sum of £220 for 
wages of the crew of the ship. By the present action they 
claimed to have the freight paid to themin further dischargeof 
unpaid balance of their mortgage debt, and in payment of 
what they had advanced for wages. Rays & Oo. claimed to 
retain the freight, and satisfy a debt due to them by Carnegie. 
The Vice-Chancellor held that the plaintiffs were seeking to 
enforce a contract made within the jurisdiction, and that, 
therefore, rule 1 of order 11 gave jurisdiction to allow service 
on Ruys & Co. out of the jarisdiction. The Court of Appeal 
(JesseL, M.R., and Bretr and Corron, L.JJ.) held that 
the plaintiffs’ claim was not founded on contract at all, but 
was founded either on their right to take possession of the 
ship, which was an incident of their ownership as mort- 
gagees, or on an equitable right to contribution in respect 
of what they had paid for wages, and on an equitable right to 
the marshalling of securities. Consequently, rule 1 of order 
11 did not apply. The order for service was accordingly 
discharged.—Soticirors, Lyne § Holman ; W. W. Wynne, 





PracticE—ARBITRATION-- AGREEMENT FOR SUBMISSION 
TO BE MADE A Rute oF Drvistonat Court—RULE OF 
QueeEn’s Bencu Diviston—Morton 1N CHancery Divisron 
To Set Asipze AwarkD.—In a case of In re Lomaz’s Arbitra- 
tion, before the Master of the Rolls on the 12th inst., 
an agreement was made between the parties by which all 
matters in difference were referred to an arbitrator, and it 
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was agreed that he should exercise all the powers given by 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, to a sole arbitrator, 
and it was provided that the submission should be made a rule 
‘*of any divisional court of the High Court of Justice,” By 
an order made on the 31st of January, 1880, and entitled 
**Inthe High Court of Justice, Queen’s Bench Division,” it 
was ordered that the agreement should “be made an order 
of this division.” The arbitrator having made his award, 
a motion was now made before the Master of the Rolls to set 
it aside, and the preliminary objection was taken that the 
motion should have been made in the Queen’s Bench 
Division. In support of the motion reliance was placed 
upon the statute, which enables the parties to agree 
that their submission may be made a rule of any court of 
record, and it was submitted that there was no court of 
record except the High Court of Justice, and, therefore, that 
the motion would rightly be made in any branch of the 
High Court. Jxsser, M.R., said that though the agree- 
ment would have been more properly worded if it had 
provided that the submission should be made a rule of the 
High Court of Justice, Queen’s Bench Division, still that 
the objection to the motion was a good one, and that the 
parties, under the Judicature Act, could make the submission 
a rule of any division which they thought fit. As the sub- 
mission had been made a rule of the Queen’s Bench Division, 
he considered the application to set aside the award ought 
also to be made in that division, and he therefore refused the 
motion. As it was intimated that the motion would now be 
made in the Queen’s Bench Division, he said he should dis- 
miss the motion, with costs, except the costs of the evidence. 
—Soxricitors, Dollman § Pritehard (for Boote § Edgar, 
Manchester) ; Pritchard, Engl-field, § Co. 


—_——-— 


Practiog—Taxation—Costs TO BE THOSE OF SUCCESS- 
FUL PaRTY IN any Event—InreRLocuTORY APPLICATIONS. 
—In a case of Jackson v. Wood, before the Master of 
the Rolls on the 12th inst., a motion was made seeking to 
discharge an order for discovery of certain Jetters alleged to 
be privileged, on the ground that they had been written by 
the plaintiff to an intended witness for the purpose of 
getting up evidence for his case. JEsser, M.R., refused 
the motion with costs, on the ground that the affidavit in 
opposition to the summons for discovery was not sufficient 
to bring tle case within Anderson y. Bank of british 
Columbia (24 W. R. 624, L. R. 2 Ch. D.644). It wasasked 
by the defendant that the costs might be immediately taxed 
and paid, as a previous summons by the defendant had been 
dismissed, with costs to be at once taxed. Jessen, M.R., 
said that the previous order must have been drawn up 
inadvertently, as his practice was now, except under special 
circumstances, to make the costs of all interlocutory applica- 
tions those of the successful party “in any event,” so as to 
avoid more than one taxation. The costs of the present 
application would, therefore, be the defendant’s ‘in any 
event.” —Soricitors, Bower § Cotton ; Layton § Jaques. 


Party-waLt—Ricuts or Apsoininac Owners—TREsPAss. 
—In acase of Watson v. Gray, before Fry, J., on the 11th 
inst., a question arose as to the meaning of the term 
“ party-wall,” and the rights of two adjoining landowners 
with respect to a wall which had been thus designated. 
The plaintiff and the defendant were the owners in fee of 
two adjoining housee. Each of them had acquired his prop- 
erty by purchase from the same common owner of both, the 
conveyance to the plaintiff being the earlier in date. At 
the back of each of the houses was a yard, and the two yards 
were divided by a wall. The conveyance to the plaintiff 
contained a declaratior that this wall should be and 
remain a perty-wal!, The plaintiff had commenced build- 
ing @ shed in his yard, and bad, for the purpose of support- 
ing the roof of this shed, placed some new brickwork on 
the top of the party-wal]l. The defendant had knocked 
down this brickwork. The plaintiff claimed an injunction 
and damages. Fry, J., said that the term “ party-wall” 
might mean one of four things—(1)® wall of which the 
two adjoining owners were tenants in common ; (2) a wall 
divides longitudinally into two moieties, one belonging to 
each adjoining owner ; (3) a wall belonging exclusively to 
one of the owners, but subject to an easement in the other 
to have the wall maintained as dividing wall between 








the two tenements; (4) a wall divided longitudinally into. 
wo moieties, belonging to the twoowners respectively, each 

moiety being subject to a cross-easement in favour of the 
other owner. If the second meaning was given to the 
words, this difficulty would arise, that each owner would 

be entitled to pare away his own moiety of the wall, and 
the moiety that was left might be of very little use to the 
other owner. And, even if the wall belonged to the two as. 
joint tenants, it might be partitioned longitudinally, and: 
then the same difficulty would arise. However, the caseg 
of Wiltshire v. Sidford (1 Mav. & R. 404) and Cubitt v, 

Porter (8 B. & C, 257) showed that the first was the primary 
and ordinary meaning of the words, and his lordship had 
come to the conclusion, on the construction of the convey. 
ance, that the words were used in that sense in the present 
case, and that being so, the cases of Cubitt v. Porter (8 B 

& ©. 257) and Stedman v. Smith (8 E. & B. 1) showed that. 
the plaintiff was not entitled, without the consent of the 
defendant, to raise the height of the party-wall, and that the 
defendant’s only remedy was to knock down the new 
brickwork. The plaintiff was therefore not entitled to the 
relief which he claimed.—So.icrrors, Z. Peacopp ; Hope &: 
Co. 


Practicr—Notice to Turrp Party py DeFreNDANT— 
OrpvEr ror Drrection—Power or Master as To Costs— 
Orp. 16, RR. 18, 19, 21.—In The Yorkshire Wagon Company 
v. The Newport, §c., Coal Company, application was made 
on the 15th inst., to set aside an order of Lush, J., 
under the following circumstances:—The action was brought 
to recover possession of certain railway wagons. The de- 
fendants, on the action being brought, gave notice, under 
ord, 16, r. 18, of the Judicature Act, to a third party, from 
whom they (the defendants) had purchased the wagons, that 
they should hold them liable. The third party appeared, 
and an order was made by a master under ord. 16, r. 21, 
directing, amongst other things, that “ all costs should be left 
to the discretion of the judge at the trial.” The third party 
subsequently gave notice to a fourth party, from whom the- 
third party had purchased and who appeared, and a similar 
order was made by the master with regard to the fourth 
party.. The fourth party thereupon gave notice to a fifth 
party, from whom the fourth party had purchased, who- 
likewise appeared and with regard to whom the master 
again made a similar order. At the trial a verdict was 
taken for the defendant on the evidence of the fifth 
party, who proved a donc fide sale to himself of the wagons. 
by the vendor to the plaintiff, anterior to the sale of 
them to the plaintiff, which was a fraudulent act 
of the vendor. Lush, J., before whom the action was 
tried, made an order, at the trial, that the costs of the 
fourth and fifth parties should be borne by the third 
party. Subsequently, on the application of the third pel 
the learned judge made an order that the defendants shou 
pay all the costs of the third party, including those costs of the 
fourthand fifth parties, which they had been previously ordered 
to pay. Ayainst this order the defendants now appealed, and 
contended that itwas ultra vires, and if not it was wrong on 
the merits. The court (Cocxpuxn, C.J., and Lusu and 
Manisty, J.J.) granted the application, on the ground that 
the orders of the master leaving the question of costs to the 
judge at the trial, and from which he derived his jurisdic- 
tion, were ultra vires. The master had no power under ord, 
16, r. 21, to make terms imposing costs on others than those 
who applied in each case under that order.—SoxicrroRs, 
Keighley § Gething; E. Doyle; Hunt § Sons, 





Obituarp. 


MR. JOHN OSTELL. 


Mr, John Ostell, solicitor, died at his residence, 3, Caven- 
dish-place, Carlisle, on the 9th inst. Mr, Ostell was a native 
of Carlisle, and was born in 1829, «He served his articles: 
with the late Mr. Silas Saull, of Carlisle, and was admitted & 
solicitor in 1851. He had practised in the city of Carlisle 
for about twenty-eight years, and had a yery good business. 
A few years ago he succeeded the late Mr. Daniel McAlpin in 
the office of clerk to the city magistrates, and held that office 
until his death. His accurate legal knowledge and the sound> 
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ness of his advice caused his services to be highly valued by 
the bench. Mr. Ostell took a warm interest in the volunteer 
movement, and held the rank of lieutenant in the Carlisle 
Rifle Corps. Theannouncement of his death, which resulted 
from pleurisy, caused universal regret. At the meeting of the 
town council held the same afternoon, the mayor expressed 
his‘sorrow, and'spoke of the high character and valuable 

ublic services of the deceased. Mr. Ostell leaves a widow 


and several children. His eldest son, Mr. John Ostell, 
jun., was admitted a solicitor in 1878, 


MR. SYDNEY PEARSON. 


Mr. Sydney Pearson, solicitor (of the firm of Pearson & 
Whidborne), of Dawlish, died at Shepherd’s Bush on the 11th 
inst. Mr. Pearson, who was one. of the oldest. solicitors in 
Devonshire, was born in 1803. He was admitted:a solicitor 
in 1825, and settled at Dawlish about ten years later, He 
hada good private practice, having been for some time the 
only solicitor at Dawlish. He was steward.of the manor of 
Dawlish, and was for several years clerk to the county magis- 
trates, which office is now held by his partner, Mr. Jobn 
Sumner Whidborne, who is also clerk to. the Dawlish Local 
Board, and to the Dawlish School Board. 








Appuintnrents, Ete. 


Mr, ALEXANDER BEAtx, solicitor, of Reading and Alder- 
shot, has been appointed a Magistrate for the Borongh of 
Reading. Mr. Beale was admitted a solicitor in 1857, and 
is in partnership with Mr. John Wesley Mortin. He was 
mayor of Reading in 1873. 


Mr. Samuet. Bricuouse, solicitor (of the firm of Brig- 
house & Brighouse), of Ormskirk, Lancashire, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknow- 
ledgments of Deeds by Married Women in and for the County 
of Lancaster. 


Mr. Witt1aM Tuomas Cuarzey, D.C.L., M.P., common 
serjeant’of the city of London, has received the honour of 
Knighthood. Sir W. T. Charley is the son of Mr, Matthew 
Charley, of Woodbourne, Antrim. He was born in 1833, 
and was educated at St. John’s College, Oxford, where he 
graduated B.A.in 1856, and D.C.L. in 1868. He was called to the 
baratthe Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1864 (when he obtained 
an open exhibition), and formerly practised on the Northern 
Circuit. He has been M.P. for Salford in the Conservative 
interest since 1868, and was elected common serjeant.of the 
city of London in April, 1878, 


Mr. Jostau Dzay, solicitor (of the firm of Sherwin & 
Dean), of Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Henry Freperick Grppons, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed Registrar of the Supreme Court of the Colony of 
Hong Kong. Mr. Gibbons is an LL.B. of Trinity Hall, 
Cambridge, where he graduated first claas in civil law in 1852. 
He was called to the bar at the Middle Teraple in Trinity 
Term, 1853. He is a member of the North-Eastern Circuit, 
and he has acted for five years as a revising barrister. 


Mr. Husert TyRreve ve Srurevitie Isaacson, solicitor, 
of Newmarket, has been appointed Assistant Clerk to the 
Newmarket Board of Guardians, 


Mr, Joun Brappicx Monckton, town clerk of the city of 
London, has received the honour of Kaighthood. Sir J. 
Monckton is the eldest son of Mr. John Monckton, solicitor, 
late town clerk of Maidstone. He was admitted a solicitor 
in 1854. He formerly practised at Maidstone, and he was 
elected town clerk of the city of London in 1873, 


Mr. ‘CHarntes RicwarD Norton, solicitor, of Salisbury, 
has been elected an Alderman for that city, Mr.’ Norton 
was admitted a solicitor in 1837. 


Mr, Watrer Ovenrsury, solicitor, and notary (of the firm 
of Overbury & Gilbert), of Norwich, has been appointed 
istrar of the Archdeaconry of Norwich, Mr, Overbury 
was admitted w solicitor in 1863, and had acted for a long 
time as deputy-registrar of the archdeaconry. 


Mr. Tuomas. Rawtins, solicitor, of Wimborne and 





Bournemouth, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of 
Dorsetshire (Mr. Henry Hyde Nugent Bankes) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Rawlins is. 
coroner for Cogdean Hundred, registrar of the Wimborne. 
County Court, and clerk to the magistrates and the Commis- 
sioners of Income, Land, and Assessed Taxes, He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1842; and-is in partnership with his 
son, Mr. Thomas Davis Burney Rawlins, 


Mr. Henry Cecm Ratkes, barrister, M.P., has been 
sworn in as a Member of the Privy Council. Mr. Raikes is 
the eldest son of Mr. Henry Raikes, of Llwynegrin 
Flintshire, and was born in 1838. He was educated at 
Shrewsbury, and was formerly scholar of Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge, where he graduated in the second class of the classical 
tripos in 1860. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Easter Term, 1863, and was formerly a member 
of the North Wales and Chester Cirenit. He has been M.P. 
for the city of Chester in the Conseryative interest since 
1868, and he was elected chairman of committees in the 
House of Commons in 1874. 


Mr. Oppen Freperick Reap,. solicitor, of Mildenhall, 
Newmarket, Brandon, and Thetford, has been elected Clerk 
to the Magistrates: for the Borough of Thetford, in succession to 
Mr, Bridges Harvey, resigned. Mr. Read. was: admitted a 
solicitor in 1870, and is registrar of the Mildenhall County 
Court, and coroner for the borough of Thetford, 


Mr. Joun Rice Rozerts, solicitor, of Beaumaris and 
Llangefni, has been appointed by the High-Sheriff of 
Anglesey (Major Henry Platt), to be Under-Sheriff: of that 
county for the ensuing year. Mr. Roberts was admitted a 
solicitor in 1864, and is town clerk of Beaumaris, and clerk 
to the magistrates for the. first division of the. county. of 
Anglesey. 

Mr. Bexzamin Hapusr Sanpers, solicitor, of Bromse 
grove, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Herefordshire 
(Mr. Benjamin Lawrence Sanders), to be Under-Sheriff of 
that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Sanders: was admitted 
a solicitor in 1857, and is clerk to the Bromsgrove Local 
Board. 


Mr. Cuartes Ernest Taynnp, barrister, who has been 
appointed Assistant Solicitor to the Customs, in succession 
to Mr. James O'Dowd, deceased, is the second son of Lord 
Charles Thyone. He was born in 1849, and was. educated 
at Christ Church, Oxford. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn, in Easter Term, 1874, and has practised as an 
equity draftsman and conveyancer. 

Mr. Epwarp Cortis Twiss, barrister, has been appointed 
Stipendary Magistrate for the Borough of Kingston-upon- 
Hall in succession to Mr. Thomas. Henry Travis, 4 
Mr. Twiss has already acted as deputy-magistrate. Heisa 
graduate of Exeter College, Oxford. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1870, and he.is a 
member of the Midland Cireuit. 


Mr. Henry Symonps, solicitor, of Dorchester, has been 
appointed Deputy-Coroner for the Dorchester District of 
Dorsetshire in succession to Mr. Henry Lock, deceased. Mr, 
Symonds: is the son and partner of Mr. Giles Symonds, 
coroner for the Dorchester District, town clerk of Dorchester 
and registrar of the Dorchester County Court. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1875, and is also clerk to the Stretton 
School Board. 

The Right Hon, Witt1am Watson, LL.D., M.P., Lord 
Advocate of Scotland, has been appointed a Lord of Ap 
in Ordinary in succession to the late Lord Gordon. 
new Lord of Appeal is the son of the Rev. Thomas Watson, 
of Covington, Lanarkshire, and was born in 1828. He is an 
LL.D. of the University of Edinburgh, and he was called 
to the bar in Scotland in 1851. He was appointed Solicitore 
General for Scotland in 1874, and dean of the Faculty of 
Advocates in 1875. In October, 1876, he succeeded Lord 
Gordon as Lord Advocate, and he was shortly afterwards 
elected M.P. for the Universities of Glasgow and Aberdeen 
in the Conservative interest. 


Mr. Groras Gorpon Warrey, solicitor, of Market 
Drayton, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Shro 
shire (Mr. Charles Donaldson Hudson) to be Under-Sheriff 
of that county for the ensuing year. Mr, Warren was 
admitted a solicitor in 1859, and is registrar of the Market 
Drayton County Court, avd clerk to the Market Drayton 
Highway Board, and to the county magistrates, 
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Mr. James Sow Wuatt, solicitor, of Worksop, bas been 
appointed Registrar of the Worksop County Court (Circuit 

0. 18) in succession to Mr. William Newton, resigned. 
Mr. Whall was admitted a solicitor in 1867, and is clerk to 
the Worksop Board of Guardians, and superintendent 
registrar for the district. 


a 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 
Henry St1rKe and Gzorce Banaster, solicitors, 30, 
Mark-lane, London (Stirke & Banaster), March 12. 
(Gazette, March 16.) 








Companies. 
WINDING.UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock ComPANIEs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Anoto-Frenca Co-oPerative Society, Limrrep.—V.C, Ha'lhas by an 
order, dated Jan, 26, appointed Baker Philip Daniels, 7, Poultry, to 
de official liquidator. 

Aston Lowgr Grounps Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding un, 
presented Mar, 11, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on Apr. 
9. Burton and Co, Lincolns-inn-fields, agents for Johnson and Co, 
Birmingham, solicitors for the petitioner, 

GrounpD Rents SEcuriITIES AssociaTION, LimiTED,.—V.C. Malins has 
by an order, dated Jan. 26, appointed James Cooper, 3, Colsman-st- 
bidgs, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required on or before 
Apr 8, to send their names and addresses, and the perticnlars of their 
debts or claims to the above. Apr 21, at twelve, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

IsTERNATIONAL TRADING Company, Limitep.—Petition for winding 
up presented Mar 9, directed to be heard before V.C, Bacon on Mar 20, 
Blunt and Co, Gresham st, solicitors for the petitioners, 

New WERNPISTILL COLLIERY AND Fire Brick Company, LimiTreD.— 
Creditors are required, on or before Apr 1, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to Charles 
‘Wallington, 51, Moorgate st. Apr 8, at twelve, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the deb's and claims. 

Norruex Counties or EnGLanp Frieze Insurance Company, LIMITED. 
—Creditors are required, on or before Apr 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Adamson, 5, Norfclk st, Manchester, May 12 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


[ Gazette, Mar, 12.] 


Ancto-Frtncn Co-operative Soctety, Limirep.—Oreditors are re- 
quired, on or before Apri) 7, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts and claims, to Baker Philip Daniels, 
Poultry. May 5, at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims. 

City ano County Investment Company, LIMITED. — Creditors are 
required, on or before April 12, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or clains, to Frederick Whinney, 
Old Jewry. April 19, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
unyon the debts and claims. 

Hamen’s Sart Company, Liuitep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Mar 13,directed to be heard before Hall, V.C.,on Apr 9, Pritchard, 
Englefield, & Co, Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity-lane, agents for Rains, 
Manchester, solicitor for the petitioner. 

(Gazette, Mar. 16,] 


County PatatiIngE or LANCASTER. 

LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE Fire INsvrRanck CoMPANY, LIMITED.— 
Petition for winding up, presented Mar 8, directed to be heard 
before the V.C., at his chambers, 6, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s inn, 
on Mar 22, at 10.30. Stocks, Manchester, svlicitors for the peti- 
tioners 

Pre+Tow Vicrorta Loan, Discount, anpD Deposit Company, LIMITED. 
—Petition for winding up, presented Mar 8, directed to bo heard 
before the V.C., at his chambers, 6, Stone-buildings, Linco!n’s inn, 
on Mar 22, at 10,30, Cooper, Preston, solicitor for the petitioners 

(Gazette, Mar, 12.] 


Frienpiy Societies Disso.ven. 
Hore Benzrit Soctery, Old Castle Inn, Stevenage, Hertford. Mar 1 
[ Gazette, Mar, 12.) 








Societtes. 
BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The seventh annual meeting of this association was 
held in the Middle Temple Hall on Wednesday afternoon, 
Lord Hatherley presiding. 

The report stated that during the past year forty-two 
members had been added to the society, and that the 
annual subscriptions now amounted to £1,258 19s. 6d., 
which showed an increase of £55 16s. over the pre- 
ceding year, while the donations received or promised 





——~. 


during that period amounted to £697 2s., making a 
total of donations received or promised since the associa- 
tion was formed of £6,446 123. The report also stated 
with satisfaction that the Hon. Society of Lincoln’s-inn 
had notified their intention of subscribing twenty guineas 
annually to the society, Relief had been granted by the 
association during the year to thirty-one persons, besides 
having ten annuitants on its books. The total amount 
of such grants had been £1,396 9s., and the sum so 
distributed would have been much larger if farther fands 
had been at the disposal of the committee, 

The adoption of the report, having been moved by the 
Cuairman and seconded by Lord Justice THesicERr,- was 
carried unanimously. 

The committee of management having been re-elected, 
votes of thanks were passed to Mr. Eddis, Q.C., and Mr. 
Gainsford Bruce for auditing the accounts ; to the hon. 
secretaries, Mr. KE, Macrory and Mr. M. D. Chaimers ; and 
to the benchers of the Middle Temple for the use of the 
hall for the meeting. 

Mr. Locock Wess, Q.C., then moved that the meeting 
desired to express its thanks to Lord Hatherley for so 
efficiently presiding on the occasion, which, having been 
seconded by Mr. Kay, Q.C., and carried unanimously, the 
proceedings terminated. 


— 


SOLICITORS BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors 
of this association was held at the Law Institution, 
Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, March 10, the 
following directors being present, Mr. 8. Smith, in the 
chair:—Mesers. Asker (Norwich), Brook, Hedger, Kays, 
Pennington, Rickman, Roscoe, Styan, Veley (Chelmsford), 
Walter, and Woolbert (Mr. Hiffe, secretary), A sum of 
£125 was distributed in grants of assistance to necessitous 
solicitors and the necessitous widows and families of 
deceased solicitors, two gentlemen were admitted members 
of the association, and other general business transacted. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE. 
SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting was held on Tuesday last, at 
the society’s house, No. 18, Lincoln’s-inn-fields; Mr. John 
M. Clabon (the chairman) presiding. 

The secretary and actuary (Mr. G. W. Berridge) read the 
notice convening the meeting, and the report. 

The CuarrMan said—It is my duty to move the adoption 
of the report. I am happy to be able to assure you generally 
that this is a prosperity speech which I have to make to you. 
There are five points which I shall give you the heads of, and 
then give you a few figures to show that I am right. Tae 
first is, that our new premiums are very considerably larger 
than they were last year ; secondly, that our premiums are 
above the average of the five years, leading up to the belief, 
which we are assured is a certainty, that we shall have a 
very good account to give you when we have our meeting 
in two or three months to declare the bonus. The third 
point is, that we have found ourselves to be right in keeping 
certain foreign securities, because we have realized them at 
a profit, and not a loss. The fourth point is, that our good 
luck again follows us, for we have had some good reversions 
fali in; and the fifth is, that the claims are less than the 
expectations. Now, I will give you a few figures, and first 
with regard to the new premiums. The report tells you 
the gross new premiums ure £13,619, and although 4 
considerable amount of that is necessarily reassured—because 
we do not accept a larger sum than £10,000 on one policy 
—we get a corresponding amount from other offices. The 
preceding year was a year of unusual depression, and 
we could hardly call it, of course, an average. T e 
gross new premiums then were £8,679, showing an i0- 
crease for last year of more than £4,000. I think I am 
justified, therefore, in saying that our new business is one 
point of congratulation, Then our second point leads up to 
the future, and therefore I shall not say much about 
it; but it is a satisfactory thing to be able to tell you that 
the new premium income of this year is larger than 
the average of the five years, and Mr. Berridge, who has, to 
a certain extent, proceeded with his valaation, is able to tell 
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‘the directors that there must be a very good result, but he 
does not know what it will be. It is our intention to make 
a considerable reserve, but beyond that we hope to make a 
very good bonus. Our third point was with regard to the 
-Argentine and Brazilian securities, and the appearance 
-of which last year provoked some comment. We 
had made the investments on the best possible recom- 
mendation ; but, however, we constantly bore in mind 
what you had said as to the desirability that no such 
items should appear in a future balance-sheet. We 
were enabled to realize them, if not at an actual gain, be- 
cause we had been receiving 6 per cent all the time ; but, 
taking our average at £4 15s. per cent., we actually made 
a profit ; in other words, crediting ourselves with the 
receipt of £4 15s. per cent. instead of 6 per cent., there 
was no loss, but @ small profit. The fourth point was the 
good luck we had in our reversions, You will remember 
last year there was a very large sum for profits on rever- 
sions—about £60,000. That arose from the falling-in of 
one very large reversion. This year it is not so largea 


-eum—only £40,000, and this, which is the realization from 


four which have fallen in, after calculating what we give 
and interest for them, would leave £35,000. Then the 
increase in value of those remaining is £8,900, so that the 
profit actually made during the year was about £45,000. 
But the realization of the reversion which fell in last year 
shows that we rather over-estimated our gains there, and 
we have had to write off a sum of something under £5,000 
in respect of that, so that taking that from the £45,000 we 
have a profit on this year of £40,000. The remaining 
point was one of claims, and the amount of claims as 
appears by the report during the year is £69,000, the anti- 
cipated amount being £90,000. When I joined the society 
twenty years ago the assets in hand were £120,000; ten 
years ago they were £736,000; five years ago, £1,104,000, 
and now on the Ist of January they were £1,610,000. 
‘Our reserves, so to speak, have considerably more than 
doubled during the ten years. Gentlemen, I think I need 
say nothing more to show you we have had a very 
‘prosperous year, and that the society generally is ina 
most prosperous condition, and I will conclude by moving 
the adoption of the report. 

Mr. A. H. SuapwELt seconded the resolution. 

After some discussion the resolution for the adoption 
of the report was put tothe meeting aud carried unani- 
mously. 

The CuarrMan referred to the loss the society had sus- 
tained through the death of Mr. Baron Cleasby, from whom 
during a long period they had had the benefit of great 
ability, jadgment, and common sense. He had now to 
propose Mr. Kay, Q.C., for the vacancy. 

This was duly seconded and agreed to nem. con, 

The retiring directors, Messrs, Dunster, Ingram, Hilliard, 
and Raikes, were re-elected. 

A resolution was then brought forward by a member, 
who considered the board very much underpaid, that 
their remuneration should be raised from £2,000 to £2,500 
per annum. 

_ The resolution was seconded and carried unanimously. 

‘The meeting also considered that the auditors were not 
sufhiciently remanerated for their pains, and increased their 
remuneration to eighty guineas per annum. 

The retiring auditors, Messrs. Bailey and Pitcairn, were 
next re-elected. 

The Cuatrman said he could not tell how much they valued 
the services of their actuary, Mr. Berridge. They had cer- 
tainly hit on the right man in getting him. Following as 
he did gentlemen of great eminence who were at the head of 
other offices, he thought they now had as good a man as an 
office like theirs could bave, both in his ability, actuarial 
knowledge, care, and diligence. In speaking of the other 
officers, he was happy again to bear testimony to the fact of 
how much they were indebted to them. The credit of these 
good figures really belonged much more to the actuary than 
to the directors. They always confirmed and strengthened 
his hands, but it was with his advice that these figures were 
arrived at. He had therefore much pleasure in moving— 
“That the thanks of the meeting be given to Mr. Berridge 
and the other officers of the society for their great ability, 
diligence, and attention to the affairs of this society.” 

he resolution was seconded and cordially received. 
Mr. Berringe—I{ can only thank you heartily for the 


kind expression that has fallen from you on my own behalf 





and on that of my staff. They certaialy work very well in 
carrying out the work I have to set before them, and I per- 
aoe may take this opportunity of saying that we hope to be 
able to put the valuation of the claims befora you this time 
possibly a month earlier than we did five years ago, in spite 
of the greater number of claims, 

A vote of thanks to the chairman for his conduct in the 
chair was then passed, and the meeting separated. 








Law StuYdent’s Sournal. 


LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The weekly meeting of this society was held at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday evening last, Mr. 
A. E. Hemsley occupying the chair. The following question 
was appointed for discussion : ‘‘ A plaintiff in an action on the 
trial obtains a verdict in his favour. Immediately after the 
trial he changes his solicitor, without paying his former solici- 
tor’scosts. The Court of Appeal (reversing the decision of the 
Divisional Court) orders a new trial of the action, Can the 
plaintiff’s new solicitor obtain from the former solicitor the 
paper in the action without paying his costs?’’ and was 
opened by Mr. Nicholls in the affirmative. Mr. Bower 
followed in the negative. Mossrs. Morice and Bartlett ad- 
dressed the society in the affirmative; Messrs. Henry Mos- 
sop and J. W. Evans in the negative. The question on 
being put to the meeting was decided in the negative by the 
casting vote of the chairman. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society on Tuesday, March 9, Mr. C. 
T. Saunders, presiding, after the election of four new 
members, and the addition of several new books to the library, 
a debate took place on the following moot point :—“ Con- 
ditions of sale provide that ‘any error, mis-statement or 
omission in the description of the property by the particalars 
of sale shall not annul the sale, but form the subject of com- 
pensation.’ Can the purchaser, in the absence of fraud, 
claim compensation in respect of any such misdescription 
discovered by him after completion?’ Manson v. Thacker 

26 W. R. 604, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 620), Inve Turner and Skelton 
OSW. R. 312, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 130), Allen v. Richardson (28 
W. R. 313). ‘he speakers on the affirmative were Messrs 
O’Connor, Davis, Mason, Edwards, Samuels, C. Crosskey 
and Steere; onthenegative, Messrs. Bayley, Smith, Crockford, 
Barrows, Ludlow, and Barber. The chairman summed up 
and put the question, which was decided in the negative. A 
vote of thanks to the chairman concluded ,the meeting. 





Creditors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Crarke, Mark, Withington Court, Hereford, Farmer. Mar 31. 
Clarke v Clarke, V.C. Hall. Beddoe, Hereford 
Crica, CHartes Farperick, Leamington Priors, Jeweller. Mar 30. 


Locke v Passman, M.R, Passman, Leamington Priors : 

Etuts, Henry, Leamington, Shipowner. Mar 31. Davies v Ellis, M.R. 
Wolferstan, Plymouth bs b 

Kroner, Groree, Brixton rd, Butcher. Mar 30. Kidner v Kidner, 
M.R. Norman, Bishopsgate st without 

Kine, Hargtor, Essex rd,Islington. Apr. King v King, M.R. 
Few, Fenchurch st 

Overton, JosePx, Cheltenham, Gent. Mar 3!. Overton v Overton, 
V.C. Malins, Bubb, Cheltenham 

Siarer, JAMES, and George StaTeR, Turton, L hire, Bleach 
Mar 30. West v Barrett, M.R. Winder, Bolton-le-Moors 

Perry v Sheppy, V.C. Hall. 


(Gazette, Mar. 2.} 





Watrers, Henry, Bristol. Mar 31. 


Bush, Bristol 


, Esq. Apr 5. Newman 





Barttett, Grores, Winchmore hill, Edmont 
v Hook, V.O. Malins. Aird, Eisteheap 

Bearne, Anprew, Albany st, Regent’s Park. Apr 5. Fuller v Bearne, 
V.C. Malins. Wrentmore, Chancery lane 

Cassets, Ropert, Cruck Meole, Salop, Farmer. Apr 2. Cassals ¥ 
Cassels, M.R. Morris, Shrewsbury E 

Dore, Frepeatck Nagsav, Cambri:lgs st, Pimlico, Co'orel. Apr 9. 
Gedge v Wilson, V.C. Hall. Maude, L'ncoln’s inn fields 
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Evans, Roser™, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Lodging house Keeper. Apr 
2. Evans v Evans, M.R. Jones, Conway 

Graves, Davin, Hogsthorpe, Lincoln, Yeoman. Mar 25, Parker v 
Pogson, M.R. Clitherow, Horneastie 

Hastanp, Wiitiam, Kingston-upon-Hall, Timber Merchant. Apr 5. 

v Harland, V.C. Bacon. Wat:on, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Hawanp, Cuaatorre Ann, Oookley, Suffolk. Mar 25, Cooper 
Cowell), V.C. Malins. Howlett, Wymondham 

Hawkesworts, RicwarpD Srecie, Forest Montrath, Queen’s County, 
Treiand, Esq. Apr6. Stuart v Hawkesworth, V.C. Bacon. Walters, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Kearscey, Evzanora Litriepate, Greon st, Grosvenor sq. Apr 5. 
Kearsley v Kearsley, V.C. Malins. Gemmell, Essex st, Strand 

Knox, Francis Spencer, Ebury at, Pimlico. Apr3. Knox v Knox, 
M.R. Hawes, Old Jewry 

Morcan, Tomas, Pant-y-Mwyn, Flint, Miller. Apr 2. 
Morgan, District Rezistrar, Liverpool. Roper, Moid 

Pitcar rp, Catering, Regent st, Chelsea. Apr 2. 

-C. Bacon. Lambert, Gray’s inn eq 

PorwiLt, Saran, King’s Lyn. Mar 31. Crisp v Narse, V.C. Malins. 
Beloe, King’e Lyan 

Rosgats, Epwarp, Bedlwyn, Flint, Farmer. Apr6. Roberts v Ellis, 
V.C. Bacon. Adams, Ruthin 

Syowpen, Henry, Great Horton, York, Manufacturer. Apr2. Foster 
v Ward, V.C. Bacon. Litile, Bradford 


v. 


Lewin v. 


Rowe v Green, 


[ Gazette, Mar. 5.] 


Berson, James, Duffield, Derby, Bookkeeper. Apr 15. Beeson v 
Beeson, V.0. Hall. Pointon, Birmingham 
Boyse, Janz Stratrorp, Westbourne terrace. Apr 26. Crofton v 


Crofton, V.C. Malins, Gregory and Co, Bedford row 

Harzison, Wit.iam, Workington, Cumberland, 1" Apr 10. 
Burnyeat v Harrison, V.C. Malins, Roberts, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s 

inn 

Hart, Srerxen, Sawtry All Saints, Huntingdon, Gent. Apr 9. 
Wood v Newron, V.C. Bacon. Hunnybun, Huntingdon 

Hoskison, THomas, Patrington-in-Holderness, York, Brewer. Apr 
10. Holmes v Ho-ki-on, M.R. Dunn, Leeds 

KENNERLEY, Freperick Legs, Birkenhead. Apr 6. Waite v Ken- 
nerley, V.C, Hali. fletcher, Liverpool 
ELLOR, Moses, Nottingham, Machinist. Mar 3l. Mellor v Mellor, 
V.C. Bacon, Wells and Hind, Nottingham 

Touner, Sir Epwarp Henry Pace, Queensborough terrace, Hyde 
Park, Baronet, Apr6. Maberly v Blaydes, V.C. Bacon. Beach- 
¢eroft, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row 

TYLER, JaMes WILLIAM, Wood st, Westminster, Apr 5. 
Cicogneni, V.C. Bacon. Holmes, Threadneedle st 

Youne, Grorce, Denbigh st, Pimlico. Retired Licensed Victualler. 
Apr 5, Chapman v Fisk, V.C. Bacon. Allen, Carlisle st, Soho sq 

(Gazelte, Mar. 9.] 


Tyler v 


Agmitace, Rev Epwarv Henry, Lewes. Apr 22. Armitage v Worm- 
ald, V.O. Hall. Woods and Dempster, Brighton 

Benyon-Winsor, WitLIsM Henry, Pembridge gardens, Bayswater. 
Apr 22. Beryon-Winsor v Benyon-Winsor, V.C. Hall. Roy and 
Cartwright, Lothbury 

Catturor, Joun, Stanhoe Hall, Norfok, Gent. Calthrop 
v Oalihrop, M.R. Coulton and Son, King’s Lynn 

CoaTzs, AusoLom, Scarborough. Mar 3l. Coates v Walker, V.C. 
Bacon. Wooduil, Scarborough 

Kine, Hewry, Agra, Bengal, Lieut-Col. Apr2. Field v Stuart, V.C. 
Hall. Munton and Morris, Lambeth hill 

MitcuELL, Carobine. Modbury, Devon. Apr 12, Langley v Mitchell 
M.R. Andrews, Modbury 

Smira, Joan Owe, Ford st, Stratford. Apr15. Smith v Page, V.C. 
Hail. Sandeman, Northampton sq, Clerkenwell 

| Gazette, Mar 12,] 


Apr 9. 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 

Acar, Leritra Louisa, New Park rd, Brixton Hill. March 22, 
Hewlett, Raymond’--bidvs, Gray’s-inn 

Anoas, JonATHAN WILKINSON, Hayes common, Kent, Gent. April 1, 
Edwards, Lincoln’s-inn-fi ids 

ARCEDECKNE, Janz, Kent terrace, Regent’s Park. April 19. Pearpont 
and Co, Leicester s 

BaBrHaorP, fReDERICK SHa¥to, Stock Exchange, Broker. April 20. 
Phelps end Co, Gresham su 

=— CatHenrineé, Kossett, nr Wrexham, April 16. Jones, Ches- 


r 

Brack, Jessie, Hoylake, Chester. 
Liverpo:l 

Brackstock, Avexanper, Bodfari, Fiint, Gent. April 1. Forrest, 
Liverpool 

Booxe, Harnierr Anne, Surbiton hill, nr Kingstou-on-Thames. 
April 10, Jackson, Cannon st 

Cappors, WILLIAM Anrnony, Sedgmovr pl, Gent. April 15. Bridger 
and Co lions. King William st, London-bridge 

Caoxpitcn, Rose Ann, Toxteth Park, Liverpool. April 5. Wright and 
Co, Liverpool 

Davipson, Anna, Calthorp st, Gray’s-inn rd, Aprill4. Lydall, South- 
ampton bidg+, Chancery lane 

Davipson, Sauan, Clifton, Bristol. May 1, Brittan and Co, Bris- 
tol 

Doveury, Masy Ann, Wortham Hall, Suffolk, May 1. Wood, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields 

Drory, James, Lalndon, Essex, Farmer. April 12, Woodard, Ingram 
et, Fenchurch et 

ErpsrortH, Mavoanet, Ortner, Lancaster. April 12, Mansled and Gib- 
son, Lancaster 


Fornercitt, Wittiam, Salford, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. April 29. 
Tatlock, Chester 


April 1. Mason and Grierson» 


Gummer, Exizaseta CaroLine, Grand-parade, Brighton. April 17. 
Patey and Warren, London-wall 

— Jonas, Bradford, York, Gent. April 10. Mumford, Brad- 
or 

Howarp, Tuomas, Upper Richmond rd, Wandsworth, Gent. April 24, 
Lindsay and Co, Basinghall st 

Howetts, Txomas, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Master Mariner. April 10. 
Howell, Llanelly 


Hunt, Josera Moors, Helsby, Chester, Gent. March $81, Day and 
Lake, Runcorn 

e- James, Frome, Somerset, March 25, Oruttwell and Co, 

‘rome 

Jones, Davin, Waterloo-bridge rd, Licensed Victualler. April 10. 
Layton and Co, Budge-row, Cannon st 

Linpvus, Henry Wittram, Cheapside, Solicitor, April 24, Windybank, 

East Greenwich, 


Finsbury-pavement 
Tobacconist. April 10. 
Burroughs and Bisdee, Forest hill 


Mayer, Etizaperu, 

Meara, Grorog Emitivs James, Balham Park rd, Balham. March 31. 
Mackeson and Co, Lincoin’s-innefields 

Moor-om, Henaterta Francis, Tingewick, Buckingham. April 15. 
Matthews and Greesham, Bedford row 

Moss, BreyJamin, Bassildoa, Essex, Farmer. April 12. Woodard, 
Fenchurch st 2 

Newceme, Freperick Pray, Long Clawson, Leicester, Solicitor. 
May |. Latiam and Paddison, Melton Mowbray 

Rospertson, Dororay, Stockton, Durham. April 2, Dodds and ©», 
Stocktou-on-Fees 

Seymour, Sir Georce Hamitton, Grosvenor-crescent, G.C.B. and 
GC.H. March 30. Williams and Co, Lincoln’s-ion-fields 

Smrra, CaarLes Goppon, Bursledov, Southampton, a retired Pay- 
master, April3. Blake aud Read, Portsea 

Tuomas, Joun, Saron, Liandebie, Carmarthen, Grocer. April 10. 
Howel!, Llanelly ‘ 

Tongs, Henry, Runcorn, Chester, Painter. March 3]. Day and. 
Lake, Runcorn 

Waptow, Joun, March, Cambridge, Yeoman, April 3, Dawbarn and. 
Wise, March 

Watostey, Eviza, Sheet st, Windsor. May 1. Rogersand Co, West- 
minster-chambers 

Waters, Wr1Lu1aM, Bishopston Horfield, Gloucester, Gent. May 1. 
Britian and Co, Bristol 

West, Jcun Leaver, Monmouth rd, Westbourne Park, Gent. April 20. 
Gray, Edgware 

Wituams, Hven, Thrapston, Northampton, Surgeon. May 18. 
French, Tbrapston . : 

WorTHINGTON, Ev1zaBeETH, Altrincham, Chester. March 25, Nicholls, 


Altrincham 
sie [ Gazette, Mar 5.] 


ArcuiBanp, James THoMas, Auckland rd, New Wandsworth. May 3, 
Collings, Buckingham st, Strand 

Bennert, WILLIAM GARNETT, Manchester, Glaas Bottle Manufactorer- 
March 18. Boote and Edgar, Manchester 

Boron, RoperT, Charwelton House, No:tvampton, Farmer. Apr 19. 
Welchman, Southam i } 

Bounron, Witttam Srapies, Norwich, Ironfounder. May 1. Bailey 
and Co, Norwich ‘ 

BrresEn, Jemima, Union Infirmary, St George’s-in-the-East. Apr 5. 
Matthews, Joha st, Bedford row . 

Brook+, Mary, Lee, Salop. Apr 21. Onions, Market Drayton 

Baunwis, Tuomas, Rayne, Essex, Farmer. Apr 12. Holmes, Bocking 

CartwricHt, Henry, Benthall, Salop, Innkeeper. May 1, Potts, 

rosele 

a... - Kingston-upon-Hull, Smack Owner, Apr 21. Thorney,. 
Kingston-upon-Hall . k 

Duncomse, Hon Octavive, St Neots, Huntingdon, Apr 20, Parkin and 
Co, New *q, Lincoln’s inn 

FirzoerauD, Rev GeraLp STepHen, Wanstead, Essex, Clerk. Apr 17. 
Jennings, St Swithin’s lane 

Ginn, SauAm ANN, Northam, Sussex. May. Dawes, Rye 

Grayson, Gxorcs, Pickering, York, Farmer. Apr 3, Whitehead,. 
Picke in 

Guy, Guts, Parkside, Knightsbridge, Licensed Victualler. May 5. 
Pownall and Co, Staple inn 

Hancock, Heney, Chute, Wilts, Esq. 
Bedford row 

Harpina, WitttaM, Litherland, Lancaster, Gent, Apr 30. Whitley 
and Maddock, Liverp»ol 

Hii, Jame, Redland, Bristol, Gent. May 31. Harley, Bristol 

Hor-.ey, CHarves, Staple inn, Solicitor. Apr 15, Hargreaves, Staple 

inn 

How.anp, Atrrep Rosert, Thame, Oxford, Auctioneer, May 6. 

Birch, Thame 

Humenaey, Joan, Lutterworth, Leicester, Gent. Apr 19, Watson and 

Baxter, Lutterworth 

Jarrett, Tuomas, Carmarthen, Grocer, March 31. Barker and Morris,. 

Carm«rihen 

Jones, Ropeat, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Shoemaker. March 26. Roberts, 

Bengor 

Lane Groroe, Sheepshed, Leicester, Gent. Apr 1. Deane and Hands, 

Loughborough ’ 

Lawnpseer, Suomas, Grove End'rd, St John’s wood, Associate of the 

Royal Academy. Apr17. Whie and Uo, Gt Mariborongh st 

LipDeLL, EpwarD, Cullercoates, Newcastle-on-Tyne. May 1, Dees 

and Thompson. Newcastle-on-Tyne : » 

Lona, Witttsm, Romiley, Chesier, Gent, Apr 15. Darbishire and 

Tatham, Manchester 

Marraras, THomMas Jackson, Clifionwood, Bristol, Retired Iron- 

monger. June 24. Bakers and Co, Westom®supe:-Mare 

Moore, Parry, Ellesmere, Saiop. Apri7. Longueville and Co, Os- 

wertry 

Povien, Wittiam, Highworth, Wilts, Oordwainer. May 10, Burton 

Mitre ct chambers, Temple 

Rvaupon, Even, New terrace, Islington. Apr 30. Cookson and Oo, 


Apr 10. Swinburne and Millis, 





nar Maatin, Piccadilly, Esq. Apri! 30. Taylorand Co, Brad- 
Or 


New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Cazares, Epwarp, Barford, Warwick, Esq. March 26. Greenway | Sean, O.1ver, Scarborough, York, Artist, June 1. Watts, Scar- 


Campbell, Warwick 





borough 
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SmitH, Ricnaxp Sipney, Montpelier row, Twickenham, Retired Captain 
in the Royal Navy. Apr30. Brandon, Essex st, Strand 

Sxook, SARAH, Studley rd, Claphamrd. Apr 15. Bowliags and Co, 
Essex st, Strand 

SrzInBERG, IstpoRrE, Southwark st, Hop Merchant. April. Ryland, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

TucKLEX, ELLEN, Childerplay, Stafford. March 3!. Wade, Kidsgrove 

Tut, Jossea, New Windsor, Berks, Baker. Apr 30. Durrant, Wind- 
sor 

Water, Jane,Ipswich. May 20, Jackamam and Sons, Ipswich 

Witu1aMs, Geore@x, Savile row, Regent st, Tailor, Apr 12. Wadeson 
and Malleson, Austinfriars 

Witttams, Rrowarv, Bryn Castle, Flint, Gent. Aprl0. Acton and 
Bury, Wrexham 

WITHERINGTON, CHARLES, Cuttle, Warwick, Farmer. Apr 19. Welch- 
man, Southam 

Wooo, THomas Mortey, Paniton sq, Chelsea, Stationer. Apr 6. 
Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s churchyard 

[ Gazette, Mar. 9.1 





County Courts. 


LEEDS. 
(Before Mr. Serjeant Tinpat ATKINSON, Judge.) 
Feb. 16.—Barker v. Heaton. 
Gaming teneaatien~Petasige, ot agent—8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, 
8. e 


His Honour, who had reserved judgment in this case, 
said:—This is an action commenced inthe High Court of 
Justice, and remitted to this court to be tried here. The 
plaintiff, an innkeeper at Sheffield, claims from the defend- 
ant, an innkeeper at Leeds, £41 for money had and received 
by the defendant as his agent, being the proceeds of a wager 
made upon a foot race. The defendant, in his statement of 
defence, denies that he was at any time the plaintiff’s agent 
for that purpose, but states that he did make a wager with 
the plaintiff on the foot race, which wager he (the defendant) 
repudiated before the race was run. The facts, as they 
were proved before me at the trial, sitting without 
a jury, were that the plaintiff had in November 
one Sims in trejning to run in & Sheffield 
handicap foot race thea about to take place. After an 
interview in Leeds between the plaintiff and the defend- 
ant on the 2nd of November, the plaintiff telegraphed 
from Sheffield to the defendant to make a bet in these 
terms—‘‘ Back me Sims all you can; best price down to 
12to1.” On the receipt of this telegram, the defendant 
employed a betting commission agent, one Wells, to carry 
out these instructions, and Wells on the same day suc- 
ceeded in making two bets, one with a Mr. Myers of 28 to 
2 against Sims winving, and another of 14 to 1 with a Mr, 
Fletcher on the same eyent. These two bets were com- 
municated by Wells to the defendant, and on the same 
day the defendant telegraphed to the plaintiff—“ Forty- 
one pounds to three.” The making of the two wagers is 
farther admitted by the defendant in a telegram he sent 
to the plaintiff on the 4th of November—* I took you forty- 
one pounds to three. Sims paid on. You have not 
answered my message. lease reply,” and on the same 
day the defendant again telegraphed—‘* When you did 
not answer, I declared them off.’ This, in truth, was 
not the fact. The bets made by Wells with Myers and 
Fletcher, according to the instructions conveyed in 
plaintiff’s telegram of the 2nd of November—“ Back me 
Sims all you can,” were not “declared off,” but on the 
contrary, remained on, and at the termination of the race 
were paid by the losers to Wells, who, after deducting 
his commission of 10s., handed the money over to the 
defendant. I find on these facts that this money was 
received by the defendant, as the plaintiff’s agent, and 
the only question that remains to be determined is—Can 
the action for money had and received to the plaintiff's use 
be maintained upon a contract which, as between the 
immediate parties to it, would be void under the 
provisions of the 8 & 9 Viet, oc. 109, 3s. 
18? It must be observed that since this statute 
making bets is not illegal, but the contracts 
arising out of them are simply void. In the present case 
the bets were not made by the plaintiff with the defendant, 
but were made by the defendant with third parties, it is 
trne in his own name, but, in fact, made as agent for the 
Plaintiff. There are distinct authorities to show that if 
the money reached the hands of any person who oan be 





considered an agent for the party entitled to receive it,. 
even by virtue of an illegal agreement, such agent cannot 


set up the illegality as an answer to the claim of the 
principal, although he may have been privy to the original 
agreement. The case of Liliott v. Tennant, 2 B. 
& P. 3, decided that a contract of insurance rendered 
void by a then existing statute, the 7 Geo. 1, upon 
which policy of insurance the defendant, a broker, 
who had effected the policy and received the money from 
the underwriters a3 upon a loss, and who, when sued, 
set up the illegality of the contract, was no answer to the 
action. In giving judgment for the plaintiff, Mr. Justice 


Buller said, “Can the defendant in conscience keep the- 


money so paid ? For what porpuse shall he retainit? To 
whom is he to pay it over? Who is entitied to it but the 
plaintiff ?”’ And the Lord Chief Justice Eyre in the same 
case said, *‘ The defendant is not like a stake-holder; the 
question is whether he who has received money to another’s 
use on an illegal contract can be allowed to retain it, and 
that not even at the desire of those who paid it to him.” 
This case has been followed and the same principle affirmed 
in subsequent cases—Farmer v. Russel/, 1 B. & P. 
296; Johnson v. Lawsley, 12 C. B. Rep. 468; Nicholson v. 
Gooch, 5 E. & B. 999; and Beeston v. Beeston, 45 L. J. 230. 
These cases show that money can be received, though the 


contract may be illegal or void, if the plaintiff is not in. 


pari delicto with the defendant, and much more so where 


money is received upon a contract which is merely void and- 


not merely illegal. Upon these grounds there must be a 


verdict entered for the plaintiff for the sum claimed—namely, - 


£41. 
Barker, barrister, for the plaintiff. 
Pullen, solicitor, for the defendant. 








Leqislatiaw of the Week. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

MARCH 11.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Ancient Monuments. Beer Deaters’ Reta Licenses. 
BILL IN COMMITTEE. 

Companies Acts AMENDMENT. 

MARCH 12.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 

Private Brtt.—Shrewsbury (Kingsland) Bridge. 

BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Sontcrrors’ Remuneration. Lirration or AcTIONS 
(passed through Committee pro forma with a view to 
amendments being introduced into them). Artizans’ 
Dwettines Act (1868) Amenpment Act (1879) Aatenp- 
MENT (passed through Committee). 

BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

ConsotmateD Funp (No. 1) (passed through its re- 
maining stages). East Inpia Loan (East Inpran 
Ramway Desentures). Inpra Stock (Powers or Ar- 
TORNEY). Army DisctPLine AND Re@unatrion (ANNUAL). 

BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Bm to Facturrats Inrsrments (Lord Denman). 
MARCH 15.—ROYAL ASSENT. 

The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the follow- 
ing Bills :—Consolidated Fund (No. 1) Act, 1880; Artizans’ 
and Labourers’ Dwellings Improvement (Scotland) Act, 
1880 ; Indian Salaries and Allowances Act, 1880; and Relief 
of Distress (Ireland) Act, 1880. 

BILI.S IN COMMITTEE, 

East Inpta Loan (East Inpra Rattway Dspenrurss). 
Inpta Srocx (Powsrs or Arrorney) (passed through 
Committee), Army Discrptivne aNnD ReGuULATION 
(Annvat) (passed through Committee). 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Beer Deaters’ Rerau Licenses. 
MARCH 16.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Birt. — Rammingen’s Naturalization (passed 
through remaining stages). 

Municrean Corporations (Property QUALIPICATION 
Axottion), Common Law Procspurz AND JUDICATURE 
Acts AMENDMENT. 
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BILLS IN COMMITTEE, 

PaRLIAMENTARY Eections anp Oorrurr Practices 
(passed through Committee). Propares or WILLs, 
&c., and Cusroms anp Intanp Revenue (passed 
through Committee). Consonmarep Funp (ApPRo- 
PRIATION) (passed through Committee). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Briirs.—Greencastle and Kilkeel Railway and 
Pier, Wakefield Corporation Water, Bristol and Portishead 
Pier and Railway. 

Artizans’ Dwetimes (1868) Amznpment Acr (1879) 
AMENDMENT. Army DiscrPLinE AND REGULATION 
(Annvat). East Inpra Loan (East Inpran Ratuway 
Desentures). Inp1a Srock (Powers or ATTORNEY). 


MARCH 17.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Burnp anp Dear Mute CuitpRen 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitus.—Kantz’s Naturalization, West Wickham 
cand Hayes Railway, Aberdare Markets and Town Hall. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
MARCH 11.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Birts.—Halesowen Railway, Pontypridd, Caer- 
hilly, and Newport Railway. 


BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Liverroot Corporation (Loans, &c.) (passed through 
Committee). 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Evra Stock (Powers or Attorney). East Innra Loan 
(East Inpian Ramway Depentures), VALUATION 
(Merropouis) Act (1869) AmenpMENT. BLIND AND 
Dear Mure Cxumpren. Mounicipan Corporations 
(Prorerry QuauiricaTion ABOLITION). 


MARCH 12.—BILLS IN COMMIT TEE. 
Army Discrptine anp Reounation (ANNUAL) (passed 
throngh Committee and read a third time. 


BILL READ A THIRD TIME, 
Common Law Procepure anp JuDICATURE Acts AMEND- 
MENT. 


BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 
Customs AND Intanp Revenvz (Sir H. Selwin-Ibbetson), 
ConsoLwaTeD Funp Appropriation (Sir H. Selwin-Ib- 
betson. 


MARCH 16.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Bityts.—Dartford Gas, Midland Counties 
Shannon Junction Railway, Preston Tramways. 


MARCH 16.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
ConsoLtipaTED Funp (APPROPRIATION). 


BILL WITHDRAWN. 
Eprinc Forest (No. 2). 


and 








Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Cc M 

ee: lens 
Monday, March 22Mr. Latham Mr.King Mr. Koe 
‘Tuesday ...... 23 Leach Merivale Clowes 
‘Wednesday.... 24 Latham King Koe 
Thursday .... 25 Leach Merivale Clowes 

V.0.Bacon. V.C. Hau, Mr. pamive 
Monday, March 22Mr. Farrer Mr.Cobby Mr. Pemberton 
bed covecee 20 Teesdale Jackson Ward 
ooo. 24 Farrer ' Cobby Pemberton 

Tiewedee soos 20 Teesdale Jackson Ward 


The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 26th day 
of March, and terminate on Tuesday, the 30th day of March, 
1880, both days inclusive, 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
LONDON.—HILARY SITTING, 1880. 


This list contains all actions entered in Queen’ 8 Bench, Com- 
mon Pleas, and Txchequer Divisions, in which notice of trix) 
has been given ; and all actions in the Chancery Division, 
in which notice has been given of trial before a judge and jury, 
up to and including 153 March, 1830. 


LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
CP 1 The Chartered Mercantile Bank of India,London and China 
Seen B and W) v The Netherlands a Steam 
avigation Co. limd (Lovell and Co), com., 
CP2 — and ors _— Scott) v Soneuegl ‘hides, M 
d Co), stayed, SJ 
CP 3 Breffit (A ones, T and G) v Willliams (Norrjs, A and C), 


stayed 
Ex 4 Hanbury (Mercer and M) v Grant and Clark and Punchard 
(Ashurst, M and Co; Blunt, T and L), and 77 other actions 
against the same defendants, postponed SJ 
Ex 82 Ostrom and Fischer (H J Coburn) v Heintz (Nash and F), 


CP 83 Rathbone and ors (Freshfields and W) v Caldwell (J B 
Towse), com. 
QB 84 se ¥j (John Frost) v Household (Field, R and Co), stayed 


Ex 85 - and ors (Murray, H and Co) v Hobley (Hollams, 
Son and C), com., SJ 

CP 86 Amazon Tug and Lighterage Co, limd (Ashurst, M and Co) 
v Earl’s Shipbuilding and Engineering Co, limd, (Chester 
U and Co), com., SJ 

QB 87 — Freres, and Cie (Stibbard, 2 and Co) v Watts, Mil- 

rn and Co (Torr and Co.), com S 
CP 88 Gare Siu (Waltons, B and W) v Warns (F Bradley), stayed, 


CP 89 Lawson (Tucker, B and Co) v Yeomans (Collette and C) 

CP 90 Walker (S H Behrend) v Hough (Bloxam and §£), stayed, 
without jury 

QB 91 ‘Venta and Co paren and C) v Campbell, Robertson 

Co (J R Chidley), 8 

QB 92 Weisel (Ww Beck) v pot Tl and ors (Hollams, Son, and C), 
posfponed 

CP 93 A Tesdorpf apd Co (Waltons, Band W)v Gates (T Cooper 
and Co), stayed, 8J 

CP 94 —— (J P Garrod) v Ccoper (Fisher and Co), post- 
pone 

CP 95 Bevingtons, Foster and Co (Waltons, B and W) v Rawlins 
(Hollams, 8 and C), com SJ 

CP 96 Strauss and Co (F W Mount) v Continental Daily Parcels 
Express (Dalton and J), com 

QB 97 New South Wales Marine Assurance Co (Hollams, Son and 
C) v Reade (Waltons, B and W), com 

QB 938 —_ (J C Campbell) v McMaster (Venning, Rand J), 

ta, 


staye 

QB 99 The Central African Trading Co limd. (Flux and Co) v 
Walsh Bros. (Milne, R and M), com 

QB 100 Standard Lubicrating Co. limd, (H Kimber and Co) v 
Smith (Champion and Co), com 

QB 101 Dale and Spring (Hollams, Son and C) v Wakefield 
(Waltons, B and W), com., SJ 

QB 102 Dickinson (Haywards, K and 8) v8 Stanbridge (Clapham 
and F), stayed 

Ex 103 Hackett (Scard and Son) v Gisby (Robert Wood), 


stayed 

QB 10% Schulte and Scheman (Hollams, S and C) v Hopkins, 
Gilkes and C (Van Sandau and c), stayed, SJ 

CP 105 Berla, Cotrim and Co (Norton, R and Co) v E Pellas and Co 
(Lowless and Co), com. SJ 

QB 106 Eklof (Stokes, 8 and 8) v Greenhow and Co (Billinghurst 
and W), stayed, SJ 

CP 107 Bordes (Johnson, U. Band A) v Peruvian Guano Co. limd 
J B Batten), com SJ 

Ex 108 Vickers and anr (W Tanner) v Bird and ors (Wilde, B M 
and W), stayec 

Ex 109 — (Randall and A) v Withernsea Pier, &c. Co (Milne 

Rand M), com 
QB 110 — a. paren v Chadwick and Son (S Mayhew), 


QB lll P anactie (Hollams, S and C) v Levi and Co (Ingledew and 


I), com 
CP 112 Preston (Parker and Co) v The Cleveland Extension 
Mineral Ry Co (Chappell, 8 and Co), 8J 
QB 113 * Tennant and Co (M Shephard) Vv Ellis, 
Co (F W and H Hilbery), com 
Ex 114 Jacobs and anr (A E Sydney) v Craig and anr (@ H Finch) 


QB 115 Berlin, &c. Colimd oo and Co) v Combe and Wain- 
right (In person), 8 

QB 116 da and Son a uy and C) v Uzielli (Waltons, 
Band W), com SJ 

Q B 117 Thomson and ors (Ingledew and I) v Grant and ors (Hughes 
H and Co), com SJ 

Ex 118 Bunnett and Co limd (Renshaw and R) v Potter and Sons 
(Prior, B C and A), SJ 

QB 119 Arnold and Co (Robinson oat H) v Grantoff and Co 
(Nichol, 8 and ch stayed 

Lo be onc ) 


Kislingbury and 


SPRING ASSIZES. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for 
holding the spring assizes and the groupings of the towns on 
each respectively :—North and South Wales Circuits (Mr. 
Justice Lush), Ruthin, Chester, Stafford, and Swansea. 
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South-Eastern Circuit (Mr. Baron Pollock)—Lewes, Hert 
ford, Cambridge, Ipswich, and Reading. Northern Circuit 
ow Justice Denman and Mr. Justice Bowen)—Cazrlisle, 

anchester, and Liverpool. Western Circuit (Mr. Justice 
Hawkins)—Worcester, Exeter, Taunton, and Winchester. 
Midland Cireuit (Mr. Justice Lindley)—North ampton, 
Lincoln, Derby, and Warwick. North-Eastern Circuit (Mr. 
Justice Stephen)—Newcastle, Durham, and York. Prisoners 
only will be tried at these assizes, except in the cases of 
—— and Liverpool, where civil causes will be taken 
as Well, 

The following are some of the dates which have been 
fixed:—Weatern Circuit (Mr. Justice Hawkins).—Worces- 
ter, Tuesday, April 6; Taunton, Monday, April 12; 
Exeter, Thursday, April15; Winchester, Tuesday, April 
20. North-Eastern Circuit (Mr. Justice Stephen),— 
Newcastle, Friday, April9; Durham, Wednesday, Apri! 
14; York, Tuesday, April 20. 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 24.—Messrs. C. C. Taytor & Son, at the Mart, at one 
pe Leasehold Progerties (see advertisement, this week, 
p. 4. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
March 18, 1880, 


GOVEENMENT FUNDS. 


$ per Cent. Consols, 984 Annuitias, April, °85, 9} 

Ditto for Acccunt, 98} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1408 

Do. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 964 Ex Bills, 21000, 24 per Ct.7 pm. 
New 3 per Cont., 96} Ditto, £500, Do, 10 pm. 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, "94 Ditto, 2100 & £2C6c, 10 pm. 

Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, Shut 
Annuities Jan. ’80 Dittc for Account. 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ind. Stk., 5per C-, July, ’80, 104 , Enf.Pr.5$ perCent., May, 81 
Dittofor Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Ook. °88, 1054 April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cont. Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2nd Enf.Pr., 5 per C.,Jan.’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 





RAILWAY STOCK, 


Railways. 





jPaid. Closing Price 





| 100 =u 
100 | 11s 
100 103 





Stock |Bristol and Exeter .....sesessssees 
Caledoni 





Stock |Glasgow and South-Western .. 
Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Stock |Great Northern oe 100 127 








Stock] Do., A Stock*...... pouicabes 100 | 1263 
Stock |Great Southern and Western of Ireland ,.,....) 100 | J 
Stock |Great Western—Original cssecsscsessrereree| 100 | 118} 
Stock |Lancashire and Yorkshire .......sccscesscsseree| 100 | 134 
Stock |London, Brighton, and South Coast.........00.| 100 j 139 
Stock |London, Chatham, and Dover ...........s00| 100 $2 


Stock London and North-Western .....cossssesereee| 100 | 160. 


























Stock 'London and South Western ....0.ses.eeeeeee] 100 135 
Stock |Manchester, Sheffield, and,Lincoln .....6000.| 100 | 93 
Stock |Metropolitan 100; 1g 
Stock] Do., District pat 100 | 82 
Btock |Midland....c..seere beatessin .| 100 13 
Stock |North British .sessescesseseeaceseeses cere e 100 | 17 
Stock |North EasterDsessscccccsercsssessessecsesceseesserse| 100 159; 
8tock |North London 100 180 
Stock |North Staffordshire sss.ss.sssessesserverseecosessees 100 | 15 
Stock /South Devon 100 | - 
Btock |South-Eastern «| 100 | 1274 











* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS,* 
Corron.—Mar. 13, the wife of Frank Cotton, solicitor, of 
Penge, Surrey, of a son 
GREENING.—Mar. 11, at 194, Clapham-road, the wife of 
a Greening, solicitor, prematurely, of a daughter, 
t | De 





Know 1zs.—Mar. 13, at Wallington Lodge, The Grove, DuF 
wich, S.E., the wife of Mr. Mark Knowles, of Adam-street 
Adelphi, barrister-at-law, of a son, stillborn. 


MARRIAGES, _ 


BoppamM—Grirrits.—Mar. 13, at Abbot’s Leigh, Hungerford 
Tudor Boddam, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to 
Alice Mary, daughter of J. O. Griffits, Q.C., recorder of 
Reading. 

FLEMMING—GABRIEL.—Mar. 13, at St. Pancras Church, 
Walter Flemming, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields, to Jane, widow 
of the late S. H. Gabriel, Clare House, Tonbridge. 


, DEATHS. 


DAvuBENY.—Mar. 14, at 30, Cornwallis-crescent, Clifton, Bris- 
tol, Edward Joseph Daubeny, barrister-at-law, aged 71. 

KELLNER.—Feb. 8, at Mymensingh, Bengal, C. G. Kellner, 
B.A., King’s College, Cambridge, barrister-at law. 

PzeaRson.—Mar. 11, at Shepherd’s Bush, Sydney Pearson, 
solicitor, late of Dawlish, Devon, aged 77. 








LONDON GAZETTES. | 





Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Mar. 12, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 
Buckley, Joseph, County chambers, Cornhill, Financial Agent. Pet 
Mar 9. Murray. Apr 9 at ll 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Dewey, Matthew, Melton Mowbray, Leicester. Pet Mar 10. Ingram 
Leicester, Mar 24 at 12.30 

Dewey, Samuel, Sheerness, Kent, Carpenter in her Majesty’s Navy 
Pet Mar 8. Hayward. Rochester, Apr 19 at 2 

Ford, John, and Henry John Ford, Stonehouse, Gloucester, Timber 
Merchants. Pet Mar9. Haines. Gloucester, Mar 23 at 3 

Lee, John, Withington, nr Manchester, Jeweller. Pet Mar5. Kay. 
Manchester, Mar 24 at 12 

Morgan, John, jun, Newton Heath, nr Manchester, out of business. 
Pet Mar 5. Kay. Manchester, Mar 24 at 12 

Nickerson, George, Thetford, Norfolk, Timber Merchant. Pet Mar 8.. 
Cooke, Norwich, Mar 24 at 12 

Shaw, Heury, Bartoa End, Gloucester. Pet Mar 10, Haines.. 
Gloucester, Mar 24 at li 

Taylor, Charles, Liverpool, Outfitter. Pet Mar 9, Cooper, Liver= 
pool, Mar 24 at 12 

Welbourn, William, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tailor, Pet Mar 5. Roll 
Kingston-vpon-Hull, Apr 2 at 3 


Tvespay, Mar. 16, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 
Gee, Edward William Russell terace, Peckham, Grocer. Pet Mar ll. 
Hazlitt. Apr 6at1l 
Gurney, Walter Edwin, Fenchurch st, Ship owner. Pet Mar 12. 
Brougham. Apr 6 at 12 
a. on ae Noble st, Warehouseman. Pet Mar 12. Brougham. 
pr 6 at 
— JackG@  , Buryst, St James’, Pet Maril. Hazlitt. Apr 
at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Alimand, Robert, Fosdyke, Lincoln, Grocer. Pet Mar ll. Staniland. 
Boston, Apr 1 at 12.30 

Baker, William, Bow, Devon, of nooccupation. Pet Mar 12. Daw. 
Exeter, Mar 31 at 12 

Body, George Augustus, Ashford, Kent, of no occupation. Pet Mar 12 
Furley. Canterbury, Apr 9 at 12.30 

Burrow, Thomas, Bristol, Tailor. Pet Mar 12. Harley. Bristol, Apr 
2 at 2 


2at2 

Edwards, Henry, Gravesend. Draper, Pet Mar 11. Hayward. 
Rochester, Apr 7 at 10.30 

Mou'ding, Roland, Blackburn, Lancaster, Draper. Pet Mar 12, Bo 3 
ten. Blackburn, Apr 2 at 11 

Sainsbury, Charles James, Westbury, Wilts, Pig Dealer. Pet Mar 12. 
Messiter, Frome, Mar 31 at 12.30 

Shippam, Joseph, Mansfield, Notungham, Fish Merchant. Pet Mari @. 
Patchitt. Nottingham, Mar 31 at 10 

Smith, John, Southsea, Hants, Gent. Pet Maril, Renny. Ports- 
mouth, Apr 8 at 12 

Walsingham, Edwin, Corby, Li:coln, Builder. Pat Marll. Patchi tt. 
Nottingham, Mar 31 at 10 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farivar, Mar 12, 1880, 
Bennett, John, Kidderminster, Tailor. Feb 25 
Smith, Frederick James, Barrow, Suffol, out of business, Mar 10 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipay, Mar, 12, 1880. 
Allman, Daniel, Hinstock, Salop, Farmer. Mar 20 at 11 at offices o 
Pearson, Westbury House, Market Drayton 
Aston, John, and Elisabeth Smith, Wednesbury, Stafford, Grecers 
Mar 25 at 11 at otficesof Marris, Waterloo st, Birmingham. bs= 
worth, Wednesbury 
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Baker, Walter, Hertford, Veterinary Surgeon. Mar 22 at 11.30 at offices 
of Sworder and Longmore, Castle st, Hertford 
Baylis, James, Coventry, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Mar 22 at 
12at the Craven Arms Hotel, High st, Coventry. Hughes and Messer, 
Coventry 
Beaumont, George, Lecds, Wholesale Fruiterer, Mar 23 at3 at the 
Creditors Association, Leeds 
Bell, Charles, Middlesborough, Draper. Mar 24 at 1] at 8, York st’ 
Manchester. Bainbridge and Barnley, Middlesborouch 
Blustin, Henry, Thomas st, Bethnal green, Upholsterer. Mar 23 
at 3 at offices of Pannell and Co, Basinghall st. Cattlin, Wormwood 
st, Old Broad st 
Bough, Wiliam, Birmingham, Fishmonger, Mar 25 at 12 at offices of 
Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Bradley, Michae!, Scarborough, York, Carriage Proprietor. Mar 24 
at 3 at offices of Mitchell, St Nichols st, Scarborough. Crowther, 
Scarborough 
Brand. Henry, Albert Villas. Forest Gate, out of business. Mar 25 at 2 
at offices of Bryce, Bros, and Co, Guildhall chambers, Basioghall st. 
Rayner and Clifton, Tokenhouse yd . 
Brewster, George Samuel, Downham rd, Islincton, Grocer. Mar 22 at 
at 3 at offices of Eastwood, Bishopsgate st Within 
Whittaker, Henry. Burnley, Lancashire, Brazier. Mar 24 at 3 at the 
New Red Lion Hote), Manchester rd, Burnley. Hodgsor, Burnley 
Weller, Frederick George Smythe, Kirk Langley. Derby, Coal Mer- 
chant. Apr 1 at 3 at the Royal Hotel, Derby. Close, Derby 
Watwood, Edward, Cannock, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Mar 24 at 
11 at offices of Giover, Bridge st, Walsall 
Ward, James Paling, Twyford Lodge, Leicester, Farmer. Mar 23 at 3 
at offices of Barker, Sherard st, Melton Mowbray 
Wand, Frederick, Dewsbury, York, Boot Upper Manufacturer. Mar 
31 at 10.30 at offices of Ridgway and Ridgway. Union st, Dewsbury 
Usherwood, Charles, Robert Edward Ford, and George Ford, Fernhead 
rd, Harrow 1d, Builders, Mar 24 at 2 at offices of Trewren and Southi- 
cott, King st, Cheapside. Pettiver, College st, College hill 
Tully, John Henry, Brighton, Coal Merchant. Mar 24 at 3 at offices of 
Goodman, North st, Brighton 
Tuck, Charles, Upper Tulse hill, Brixton, Ironmonger.. Mar 25 at 3 at 
offices of Whitmarsh, High Holborn 
Brierley, Joseph, Burton-on-Trent, Dental Surgeon. Mar 24 at 2 at 
offices of Jennings and Oo, High st, Burton-on-Trent 
Britton, Charles Henry, Hulme, Lancaster, Baker. Mar 24 at 11 at the 
Falstaff Hotel, Market pl, Manchester. Tremewen, Manchester 
Brown, John, and William Brown, Winsham, Somerset, Farmers, Mar 
24 at 12 at offices of Day, West Allington, Bridport 
Bruce, James, Leicester, Grocer. Mar 25 at 12 at 4, New st, Leicester. 
Owston and Dickinson, Leice-ter 
Burbidge, Maria, Maxey, Northampton, Grocer, Mar 25 at 12 at office 
of Gaches, Cathedral gateway, Peterborough 
Bull, Edward, Banbury, Oxford, Grocer. Mar 24 at 2 at offices of 
Munton and Stockton, High st, Banbury 
Burns, Emanuel, Scarborough, Carter. Mar 27 at 12 at offices of Well- 
burn, Huntriss row 
Bussell, Sarah Ann, Blackman st, Borough, Cigar Merchant. 
at 2 at offices of Hare, Pinner’s ct, Old Broad st 
Cafley, William James, Gt Yarmonth. Coal Merchant. Mar 25 at 12 at 
offices of Wiltshire, Hall Plain, Go Yarmouth 
Cayley, John Joseph, Dartford, Kent, Manager of a Costume Mannufac- 
tory. Mar 23 at |2 at offices of Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s 
churchyard 
Chapmar, John Arthur, Sunderland, Machine Dealers. Mar 19 at 11 at 
offices of Brown and Son, Villers st, Sunderland 
Chinnock, James Frederick, Paignton, Devon, Builder, 
at offices of Fewings and Oakley, Queen st, Exeter, 
Hext, Torquay 
Clarkson, Kdward Walcot, Brighton, Gun Smith. Mar 25 at 2 at offices 
of Fenner and Co, Gresham bidgs. Goodman, Brighton 
Cockcroft, William, Bradford, York, Beerhouse Keeper. 
at offices of Varley, Leeds rd, Bradford. Watson, 
Conchie, Robert, Bury St Edmunds, Tailor. Apr 2 at 1 at offices of 
—s and Shirreff, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st. Pollard, Ips- 
wit 


Mar 19 


Mar 24 at 12 
Mackenzie and 


Mar 19 at 3 


ic 
Cook, Phineas, Bournemouth, Fancy Stationer. Apr 2 at 2 at offices 
of Piercy and Hutchings, Adelaide chambers, Bournemouth 
Creasey, Jolin, Morton, Lincoln, Farmer. Mar 25 at 4at the Angel Hotel, 
urce. Stapieion, Stamford 
Cutting, Henry Wiliam, Buxha'!, Suffolk, Farmer. Mar 24 at 
12 at the Angei Hotel, Bury St Edmunds, Mayward and Sons, Stw- 


market 
De Bolck, Thomas Peter, Broke rd, Dalston, Cabinet Maker. Mar 25 
at 2 at offices of Tadman, Gray’s inn pl, Gray’s inn 
De Haas, Morris. Three Colt st, Limehouse, Cigar Manufacturer. Mar 31 
at 12 at Mason’s Hall Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. Brown, 
Mitre ct chambers, Temple 
Delahunt, Frederick, Ledburn Wing, Buckingham, Butcher, Mar 27 
at 2 at offices of Reader and Son, Temple st, Aylesbury. Reader, 
Holborn viaduct 
Dickinson, William, jan, Burnley, Lancaster, Butcher. Mar 17 at 3 at 
offices of Read, Hargreave st, Burnley 
Dittmar, Jean George Otto, Birkbeck rd, Tottenham, Commercial 
Traveller. Mar 27 at 11 at offices of Jones, Mark jane 
Draper, Edward, Bagshot, Surrey, Baker. Mar 24 at 12 at the Inns of 
Court Hotel, Ho'born. Beale and Martin, Readirg 
Evans, George Edward, Southport, Lancaster, Bookkeeper. Mar25 at 
2 at offices of Paynter, South Casile #t, Liverpool 
Evans, John, Aberdare, Viciualler, Mar 25 at 12 at offices of Beddoe, 
Canon st, Aberdare 
Fellows, Benjamin, Short Heath, near Wo!verhampton, Farmer, Apr 2 
at 11 at offices of Willcock, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Fisher, Edward, Swanwick Delves, Derby, out of business. Apr 3 at 3 
at offices of Whittingham, Middle reas” Nottingham 
Fogg, Robert, Wigan, Innkeeper. Mar 25 at 11 at otfices of France, 
Church gate, Wigan 
Francis, Frederick, North Weald, Essex, Farmer. Mar 23 at 3 at the 
Thatehed House Inn, Epping. Smith, Staple inn 
french, Thomas Veitch, and Clarke Hovrten Freneh, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, Watch Masers. Mar 25 at 2 at offices ef Mather aud Cu, Bank 
chambers, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyre 





Gent, James,. Tonbridge, Tailor. 
James st, Bedford row 

Gold, Robert William. Portsea, Hants, Retired Warrant Officer. May 
26 at 4 at offices of King, North st, Portsea 
reen, George, hborough, Leicester, Farmer. Mar 24 at Mat 
Offices of Bartlett, Mill st, Loughborough 

Green, William, Ritchfield, Lincoln, Farmer. Mar 25 at 12 at the Req 
Lion Hotel, Grantham. Bissill, Sleaford 

Griffiths, Sarah Ann, Pembroke, Groce. Mar 29 at 2 at offices of Brown, 
Bush st, Pembroke Dock . 

Hainsworth, Job, Bramley, York, Wheelwright. Mar 24 at 3 at offices 
of Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Hall, Joseph, Longton, Stafford, Grocer. Mar 25 at 11 at offices of 
Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Hammett, Charles. Bideford, Devon, Professor of Music. Mar 23 at 1p 
— of Southcott, Post Office st, Bedford Circus, Exeter. Hast 
noll 

Harrison, William, Middleton, Lancaster, Cattle Dealer, Mar 31 at U 
at offices of Boardman and Co, Pa!] Mal!, Manchester 

Harton, Samuel, Bolnhurst, Bedford, Farmer. Mar 25 at 11 at offices 
of Whyley and Piper, Dame Allce st, Bedford 

Hayward, John Henry, Gloucester, Draper. Mar 22 at 3 at offices of 
Haines, Westgate chambers, Berke'ey st, Gloucester 

Higginbottom, William Thomas, Castlefor’, York. Rent Agent. Mar 
23 at 12 at offices of Richards, Market p!, Pontefract 

Holder, Charles, Edgbaston, Birminghar, Baker. Mar 24 at 3 at 
offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingnam 

Hillier, Rienzi, Hare st, Bethnal Green, Hatter, Mar 24 at3 at the 
Masons’ Hall Tavern. Masons’ avenue, Basingha!l st. Ricketts 

Holland, Joseph, Ardwick, Lancaster, Draper. Mar 24 at 3 at the 
Clarence Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Farringdon and Crofton, 
Manchester e 

Holliday, Booth, Bradford, York, Buiider, Mar 25 at 31 at offices of 
Wilkinson, Kir: gate, Bradford 

Hooper, James, Devonport, Innkeeper. Mar 24 at I1 at offices of 
Square, George st, Plymouth 

Horn, Richard, Sourton, Devon, Poblican. Mar 24 at 12 at offices of 
Bridgman, Charch lane, Tavistock 

Horne, Octavius, Upper Thames st, Carrier. Apr 1 at 2 at the Law 
Institution, Chancery lane. Lowless and Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon 


Apr 8 at 2 at offices of Briggs, @ 


st 

Hunt, George, Runcorn, Chester, Stonemason. Mar 24 at 10.39 at 
offices of Ridgway and Worsley, Cairo st chambers, Cairo st, War- 
rington 

Hurren, Anthony, Theberton, Suffolk, Farmer. March 25 at 12 at 
Bel! Hotel, Saxmundham. Hill, Ipswich 

Hurchinson, William, Newcastle-apon-Tyne, Provision Dealer. March 
25 at 11 at offices of Holmes and Robson, Pilgrim st, Newcastle 
upon-Tvne 

Jackson, William, Leeds, Butcher. 
and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Jones, John Owen, L'anberis, Carnarvon, Grocer. 
offices of Roose and Price, North John st, Liverpool. 


March 25 at 3 at offices of Simpson 


March 23 at 2 at 
Lloyd Jones, 


pool 
Kendall, Edwin, Ringwood, Southampton, Tailor. March 25 at 1 at 


Angel Inn, Fisherton, Salisbury. Cox and Johns 

Kitson, William, Stanningley, York, Grocer. March 25 at 3 at Ale 
andra Hotel, Bradford. Berry and Robinson 

Lamb, James, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Boot and Shoe Maker. March 31 
at 3 at offices of Mather and Co, Bank chambers, Mosley st, New- 
eastle-upon-Tyne 

Lees, James Seddon, Manchester, Cooper. March 30 at 3 at offices of 
Jones, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Longney, Jonathan, Bedminster, Bristol, Baker. March 25 at 2 at 
offices of Castle, Broad st, Bristol 

Lovell, Francis Allen, Frome st, Islington, Builder. March 24 at 2 at 
offices of Brighten and Co, Bishopsgate st Without 

Lucas, John. Wigan, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. March 27 at 1! at 
offices of France, Church gate, Wigan 

Maguire, Daniel Charles, Crowle, Lincoln, Grocer. March 24 at 2at 
offices of Pearson and Burtonshaw, Crowle 

Mallows, Arthur Willsher, Kempston, Bedford, Baker. Mar 25 at llat 
George Hotel, Bedford. Conquest and Clare, Bedford 

Martin, William, Bulwe!l, Nottingham, Beerseller. Mar 24 at 12at 
offices of Brittle, St Peter’s chambers, 8: Peter’s gate, No'tingham 

McClelland, James, Birmingham, Merchant. Mar 25 at 12 at offices of 
Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

McKinless, James, Manchester, Commission Agent. Mar 25 at 12 a 
offices of Gartside, Princess st, Manchester 

Meddows, Thomas Samuel, Leamington. Builder, Muar 25 at 11 at 4, 
Be@ford st, L ington. P Royal Leamington Spa 

Meynell, Christopher, and Robert Meynell, Colburn, York, Farmers. 

ar 24 at 3 at offices of Barron, High row, Darlington 

Moorhouse, William, Liverpool, Cattle Dealer, Mar 25at 3 at offices 
of Quelch, Hatton garden, Liverpool 

Morris, William, Manchester, Hosier, Mar 31 at 11 at 145, Cheapside, 
Addieshaw and Warburton, Manchester 

Nash, Jonathan Edward, Harlington, Market Gardener. Mar 29 at 3at 
George inn, Uxbridge. Philp, Hayes 

Newns, Henry, Chester, Baker. Mar 25 at 2 at offices of Royle, New- 
gate st, Chester 

Nicholson, Alexander, Birmingham, Ta‘lor, Mar 23 at 12 at offices of 
Hawkes and Wrekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Oakes, Thomas, Wolverhampton, Grocer. Mar 24 at 11 at Talbot 
Hotel, High st, Stourbridge, Collis, Stourbridge 

Owen, George Rodney, Mulgrave rd, Fulham. Civil Engineer. Mar 24 
at 4 at oflices of Smith and Co, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 

Payne, Charles, Ashby Folville, Leicester, Farmer. Mar 24 at 12 at 
office: of Fowler and Oo, Friar lane, Leicester 

Peart, Edward Skirrow, Birmingham, Printer, Mar 24 at 11 at offices 
of Beale and Co, Waterloo pl, Birmingham 

Phillips, Elijah, Wigan, Lancaster, Corn Dealer. Mar 25 at 11 at offices 
of Darlington and Sons, King st, Wigan 

Pigot, Arthur, Huyton, near Liverpool, out of business, Mar 25 at3 
at offices of Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Gregory, 


Liverpool 
Plimbley, Joseph, Bolton, Lancaster, Consulting Ragiscer. Mar 22 
at 3 at offices of Dawson and Pennington, Wood st, Bolton 
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Pond, Edward, Somerset, Cooper. Mar 20 at 11 at offices of Triggs, 
Broad st, Bristol, Bennett, Bristol 

George, Chilham, Kent, Plumber. Apr3at12 at the Queen’s 

ead * Samad St Margaret’s gate, Cantertury. Hallett and Co, 


Ashfor 

Prior, William, Hallsville rd, Canning Town, Oilman. April at3 at 
offices of Fenton, Kingsland green 

fanshaw, George, Alfreton, Derby, Carter. Mar 30 at 12 at the George 
Hotel, Alfreton. Thurman, Alfreton 

peokes, Edward Binion, Pinners ct, Old Broad st, Bill Broker. Mar 
92 at 11 at offices of Ratcliffe, Bishopsgate st Within 

fees, Benjamin, Penydarren, Glamorgan, Grocer. Mar 24 at 11 at 
offices of Lewis, Glebeland st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Rickman, Eli, Lymineton, Syuthampton., Fish . Mar 22 atl at 
offices of Moore and Jackson, Captain’s row, Lymington 

foe, William, Handsworth, Stafford, Landscape Gardener. Mar 25 at 
10.80 at offices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Rolph, John, Doddinhurst, Essex, out of business. Mar 24 at 3 at the 
White Hart Hotel, Brentwood 

Rumbelow, Philip Henry, Bury St Edmunds, Snffolk, Merchant. 
Mar 25 at 12 at Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Gross 






























































ces 
* Slaney, Charles, Gipsey hill, Upper Norwood, Boot and Shos Maker. 
Mar Mar 31 at 2 at offices of Perry, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st, 
Smith, Henry, Livernoo!, Chemist. Mar 30 at 2 at offices of Davies, 
3 at Temple, Dale st, Liverpool 
Smith, Samuel, Wisbech, Cambridge, Auctioneer, Mar 25 at1l at 
at the offices of Wilkin, Bri¢ge st, Wisbech 
Smith, William, and Wa'ter Belchamp, Essex, Farmer. Mar 23 at 3 at 
t the Cups Hotel, Colchester. Goody, Colchester - 
ofton, Smith, Robert John, Shrewsbury, Hosier. Mar 25 at 8 at Crown 
Hotel, St Mary’s st, Shewsbury. Morris and Son, Shrewsbury 
es of Spillor, George, Taunton, Somerset, Mason. Mar 24 at 11 at offices of 
Trenchard and Co, Hammett st, Taunton 
es of Santon, William, Ipswich, Suffolk, Nut and Rivet Manufacturer, 
Mar 31 at 12 at offices of Villiamy, Tower st, Ipswich 
2g of Sephenson, John Thomas, Wakefield, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. 
Mar 27 at 11 at offices of Wainwright and Mason, Townhall cham- 
Law bers, King st, Wakefield 
nnon $rutton, Lucy, and Rebecca Strutton, Brighton, Lodging Houre 
keepers, Mar 31 at 3 at offices of Lamb and Evett, Ship st, Brighton 
39 at Sturgess, Joseph Henry, Derby, Grocer. Mar 24 at 3 at olfices of 
W ar Flint, Full st, Derby 
faylor, Edmund, Lozelle, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Grocer. Mar 25 
12 at at ll at offices of Taylor, Colmors row, Birmingham 
Taylor, George, Kings'on-upon-Hul!, Stonemason, Mar 23 at 3 at 
larch offices of Jackson, Imperial chamb:rs, Bowlalley lane, Kingston- 
astlee upon-Hull 
Taylor, James, Romsey, Southampton, Millwright. Mar 25 at 3 at 
1pson eflices of Lamport, Portland st, Southampton 
Taylor, John, Swansea, Grocer. Mar 24 at3 at offices of Evans, Wind 
t 2 at st, Swanses 
ones, Teal, Edwin, Cheltenham, Shoemaker. Muar 25 at 11 at offices of 
Gabb, Essex place, Cheitenham 
t 1 at Til, Henry, Florence, Stafford, Baker. Mar 25 at 11 at offices of 
Kent, Chancery lane, Longton 
Ale. Todd, Alfred, ani Arthur Andrew, Bradford, York, Shutter Makers. 
Mar 25 at 11 at offices of Beverley, Hustlergate, Braiford 
h 31 Tomblin, Henry Joseph, Celd Overton, Leicester, Grazier. Mar 31 at 
New- $ at offices of Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Tomlinson, George Withnall, Newport, Monmouth, Solicitor, Mar 24 
es of at li at offices of Farr and Wade, Deck st, Newport 
Tompson, Robert, Wolverhampton, Cabinet Maker. Apr 1 at 3 at 
2 at offices of Willcock, Queen’s cliambers, North st, Wolverhampton 
; 2 at Tuespay, Mar. 16, 1880. 
Lt at Adams, John, Wanborough, Wilts, Farmer. Apr 1 at 10 at offices of 
Boodle, Albion bidngs, New Swindon 
Qat Ailward, Alfred, Aylesbury, Buckingham, General Smith. Mar 24 
e 12 at the Clarendon Hotel, Linslade. Biggenden, Finsbury sq, 
ngs 
‘9 incill, Joseph Andrew, Huntley, Gloucester, Saddler. Mar 27 at 10 at 
12 at offices of Dighton, Newent 
m 3, John, Arhton-under-Lyne, Horse Dealer, Apr 2 at 3 at offices 
3 of Hampson, Booth st, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Atkins, Joseph, Portswood, Souchampton, Farmer. Mar 30 at 3 at office 
> at of Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 
n, George, Wal:on, Lancaster, Commission Agent, Mar 30 at 2 at 
8, offices of Forest, Fenwi ck st, Liverpool 
Bagnall, Joseph, and William Bagnall, Durham, File Manufacturers, 
ers. Mar 31 at 11 at 3, Change alley, Sheffield. Garbutt, Newcastle-upon- 
Hices Bateman, Thomas Salmon, Moss Side, Manchester, Primitive Methodist 
Minister, Mar 30 at 3 at offices of Edelston, Winokley st, Preston 
ide, Bedford, Alfred Arthnr, Snowden villas, Kilburn, Licensed Victualler . 
be Mar 30 at 2 at offices of Blake and Heseltine, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet 
Betts, Robert Spikin, Holbeck Lodge, Lincoln, Wool Merchant, Mar 30 
ew- at 2 at the Albion Hotel, Lincoln, Tweed, Horncastle 
in, Henry Chrivtopher Aman‘tus, Kingston-upon-Hull, Joiner. 
: of 29 at 1! at offices of Barker, Temple buildicgs, Bowlalley lane, 
Kingston-upon-Hull 
bot Blantern, Thomas Henry, Gnosal, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Mar 
25 at 11 at offices of Bowen, Martin st, Stafford 
p24 eld, Benjamin Charles, Gisleham, Suffolk, Farmer. Mar ‘31 
at 12 at offices of Seago and Sons, High st, Lowestoff 
at Blyth, Charles, High Laver, Essex. Farmer. Mar 30 at 12 at offices 
¢f Windus and Trotter, Harlow 
ices » William, Yoburn mews, Russell sq, Cab Proprietor, Mar 31 
at 2 at offices of Philp, Wa'brook 
ices ning, William Henry, Biist\l, Basket Manufacturer. Mar 27 at 
12 at offices of Roper, Nicho'as st, Bristol 
3 Chamberlain, George B,, Wrightington, Laneaster, Innkeeper. Mar 
ry, 90 at 11 at the Shakespeare I'n, King st, Wigan 
28 lin, Charles, Norwick, Boot Manufacturer, Mar 27 at 12 at offices 


ley, Bank plain, Norwich 
Cheetham, Joseph, Halifax, Boot Upper Mantfacturer, Mar 30 at 3 at 
the White Lion Hotel, Silver st, Halifax. Boocock, Halifax 








Clark, Henry, Ingatestone, Essex, Farmer, Apr 2 at 12 at offices of 
Blyth, Chelmsford 

Coleman, Joseph Chipping, Campden, Gloucester, Baker. Mar 30 at 
a a Unicorn Hotel, Moreton-in-Marsh. Barkes, Moreton-in- 


Collett, Francis Charles, Birmingham, out of business, Apr 2 at 11 at 
oftices of Solomon, Ann st, Birmingham 

Cory, John Randle, Bradford. Devon, Farmer. Mar 30 at 12 at the 
Bridge Hall, Bridge chambers, Barnstable. Thorne, Barbstaple 

Court, James, Stockton-on-Tees, ou: of business, Apr 1 at 4 at offices 
of Garbutt and Fawcett, Finkle st, Stoe«ton-on-Tees 

Cox, William, London rd, Southwark, Toy Dealer. Muar 31 at 2 at 
offices ef Noon and Clarke, B'omfie'd st 

Crawley, John, Rugby villas, Limb-th, Coach Painter. Apr 3 at 12 at 
offices of Philbrick and Corpe, Austin friars 

Croft, Edward, Harrogate, York. Mar 25 at 11 at offices of Batason ard 
Hutchinson, Harrogate 

Dance, John, Beckingham, Nottingham, Farmer. Mar 29 at 11 at 
offices of Plaskitt and Robbs, Silver st, Gainsborough 

Dann, Alfred, Gt Grimsby, Tobacconist. Mur 31 ac 1! at offices of 
Stephenson and Mountain, Be:hiehem st, Gt Grimsby 

Dore, Frank, Lockwood, Hudd:rsfield, Photographer. Mar 25 at 3 at 
offices of Welsh, Queen s:. Huddersfield 

Downes, Samuel, Macclesfield, Chester, Grocer. Apr 1 at 11 at the 
Creditor’s Association, Hanging Ditch, Manchester. Addleshaw and 
Warburton, Manchester 

Durbin, John, Englishcombe, S»merset, Florist. Apr 5 at 11 at offices 
Bartrum and Bartlett, Northumberlind bldgs, Bata 

Eddy, William, Bramwell, Cornwall, 8»tcher. Mar 30 at 3.80 at the 

Queen’s Head Hotel, 8t Austell. Dobell, Truro 

Evans, John, Penygraig, Glamorgan, Greengrocer. Mar 25 at 10 at 
offices of Rosser, High st, Pontypridd 

= James, Richmond, Grocer. Mar 31 at 3 at offices of Aird, East- 
cheap 

Foley, Charles Henry, Bristo!, Builder. Mar 25 at 11 at offices of Nurse 
Corn st, Bristoi 

French, Henry, Leamingt™ Priors, Ba ker. Apr 8 at il at offices of 
Sanderson, Church st, Warwick 

Gabriel, John, Birmingham, Dentist. Mar 2tat 12 at offices of Griffin, 
Temple row West, Birmingham 

Gardner, William Walter, Dudley, Worcester, Licansed Victualler. 
Mar 27 at 3 at offices of Travis, Cxurch lane. Tipton 

Garside, David Myers, Manchester, Tailor. Muar 3l at 4 at offices of 
Whitt, King st, Manchester. Bowden, Manchaster 

Gaskell, Joseph, Bicmingham, Watch Maker. Mar 25 at 12 at offices 
of Johnson and Co, Waterloo st, Birminzham 

Gibbons, Thomas, Wigan, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Mar 27 at 
10.30 at offices of Wi'son, King st, Wigan 

Gill, George, Barnet. grove, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer. Mar 31 
at 2 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Lincuin’s-inn-fieids. Baker and Co 

Gojdsmith, John Amron, Kelling terrace, Wand-worth, Baker. Apr lL 
at3 at offices of Carey and Co, West st, Finsbury eircus 

Goodison, George, Leeds, Brush Manufacturar. Mar 30 at 3 at the 
Law Institution, Albion place, Leeds. Teale and Appleton, Leeds 

Greenall, John Procter, and Joho Vanikhard, Lancaster, General 
Ironmongers, Mar 31 at 11 at offices of Holden and Whelon, Church 
st, Lancaster 

Hackney, William Francis, Kentish Town rd, Chemist, Mar 31 at 2 at 
offices of Russell and Co, Old Jewry chambers 

Haggitt, Robert, Dimlington, York, Farmer. Mar 24 at 2.30 at offices 
of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Hardcastle, George, Leyton, Essex, Greengrocer. Mar 24 at 3 at the 
Woodhouse Tavern, Harrow rd, Leytonstone. Gregory, Moorgate st 

Harris, Philip, Kiogston-upon-Hull, Olothier. Mar 31 at i2 at Quezn’s 
Hotel, Leeds. Stead and Sibree, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Hartley, John, Keighley, York, Draper. Mar 24 at 11 at offices of 
Wright, Darley st, Bradford 

Heptinstall, Daniel, Castleford, York, Innkeeper. Mar 29 at 3 at offices 
ot Kaberry, Pontefract 

Holder, Henry, Broadway, Shoreditch, Cabinet Manufacturer. Mar 30 
at 3 at 3, Bishopsgate st Without. Whittin zton aud Son 

Hopkins, Wil'iam George, Landport, Hants, Grocer. Mar 30 at 11 at 
offices of Walker and Wainscot, Commercial rd, Landport 

Holt, Henry, Leeds, Wheelwright. Mar 29 at 3at Law Institute, 
Albion pl, Leeds. Watsoo, Lees 

Howes, John Mauning, Worcester, Chemist. Apr 2 at 12 at offices of 
Corbatts, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester. Crowther, Kidder- 


minster 

Hulbert, John, Bristol, Upholsterer. Mar 31 at 2 at offices of Flux and 
Co, East India avenue 

Janes, Jabez, Fleet rd, Hampstead, Genersl shop Keeper. Mar 24 at 
4 at Crown Hotel, Slough, Marshall 

Johnson, Samuel, and James Johnson, Dudley, Anvil Manufacturers. 
Mar 29 at 3 at Castle Hotel, Castle st, Dudley. Morris, Stourbridge 

Knight, Thomas, Birmingham, Boat Steerer. Mar 27 at 10.30 at offices 
of Parr, Colmore row Birmingham 

Krojanker, Daniel, Liverpool, Boot Maker. Mar 81 at 3 at offices of 
Lupton, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Lake, Charles Henry, Caterham Valley, Surrey, Scheolmaster, Mar 
31 at 2 at offices of Mossop, Cannon st 

Lamb Thomas, Worcester, Licensed ‘Victualler. Mar 31 at 1 at office 
of Clutterbuck, the Furegate, Cross 

Lawrence, Francis, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer, Apr 1 at 3 at offices of 
Granger, Bank st, Leeds 

Leach, Frederick, and Andrew Mann, Wolverhampton. Hardware 
Merchants. Mar 27 at 11 at Talbot Hotel, King st, Wolverhampton. 
Dallow, Wolverhampton 

Linggard, Thomas, Norwel!, Nottingham. Wheelwright. Apr 5 at Tl 
at Saracen’s Head Inn, Newark. Durance, Linco'n 

Longden, Edwin, Thurnscoe, York, Innkeeper. Mar 31 at 3 at offices 
of Rideal, Chronicle chambers, Bornsley 

Lumley, Henry, Flaxton, York, Farmer. Mar 30 at 12 at offices of 
Weddall and Parker, Selby 

Malkin, William, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Painter, Mar 27 at 3at 
offices of James, Nelson pl, Newcastle-under-Lym> 

Maslen, Henry, Shrewton, Wilts, Miller. Apr t at 2at White Hart 
Hotel, Salisbury. Lee and Co, Salisbury 
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Maxwell, James, Harp lane, Railway Agent, Mar 31 at 11 at offices of 
Philp, Walbrook 
Middleton, Thomas, Lancaster, Stonemason. Mar 31 at 2 at offices of 
Johnston and Tilley, Sun st, Lancaster 
Miers, George Herry, Clapham pk rd, Cabinet Maker. Mar 31 at 11 at 
Spread Eagle Hotel, Wandsworth. Ody, Camberwell green 
Mitchell, Lot, Nottingham, Tailor, Mar 31 at 3 at offices of Clifton, St 
Peter’s Chambers, Nottingham 
Mordecai, Richard, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Farmer, Mar 27 at 11 at 
offices of Rees, Cowbridge 
Morris, Benjamin, Llandewy Velfrey, Pembroke, Farmer, Mar 27 at 
2 at offices of Lascelles, Narbeth 
Mortimer, Joshua, Brookroyd, York, Grecer. Apr 1 at 3 a: offices of 
Ridgway and Ridgway, Wellington st, Batley 
Nuuland, William, Sharcott, Wilts, Farmer, Mar 30 at 11 at offices of 
Marsnall, St John st, Devizes 
Palmer, Richard, Puriton, Somerset, Baker, Apr 2 at 12 at offices of 
Recd and Cook, Briégwater 
Parkin, Richard, New inn yard, Cabinet Maker, Mar 30 at 11 at 
offices of Jones, St Benet chambers, Fenchurch st 
Picking, Joseph Charles, Draper st, Newington Butts, Baby linen 
Dealer, Mar 31 at 3 at offices of Cross and Co, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Pirniger, George, Bristol, Builder, Mar 22 at1l at offices of Nurse, 
Corn st, Bristol 
Plattord, George Frederick, Pendlebury, Lancaster, Draper. Mar 31 at 
11 at offices of Nadin and Wild, King st, Manchester * 
Prescott, Charles, Lower Norwood, Grocer. Apr 7 at 3 at offices of 
Rumney, Walbrook 
Rhodes. William, Heckmondwike, York, Basket Maker. Mar 30 at 11 
at officesof Sykes, Ings grove, Heckmondwick 
Richards, Samuel, Bu'lwell, Nottingham, Grocer, Mar 31 at 12 at 
offices of Brittle, St Petter’s chambers, St. Peter’s cute, Nottingham 
Richardson, George, Felstead, Essex, Farmer. Apr3at 12 at White 
Hart Inn, Gt Saling. Smoothey, Braintree 
Roberts, John, Pond Croft, Harlesden, Schoolmaster. 
offices of Philp, Walbrook 
Robinson, William, Barrow-in-Furness, Shoemaker. Mar 31 at 11 at 
Imperial Hotel, Cornwaliis st, Barrow-in-Furness. Nalder and 
Jones, Barrow-in-Furness 
Romeey, Ellen, West Wallsend, Northumbailand, Boot and Shoe 
Dealer. Mar 27 at 11 at offices of Smith, Camden st, Nor.h Shields 
Rast, Thomas, jun, Tredworth, Gloucester, Auctioneer. Mar $1 at 11 
at offices of Henderson, Berkeley st, Gloucester 
Sanderson, Wlliam, Batley, York, Flock Manufacturer. Apr 1 at 2.30 
at Batley Station Hotel, Batley, Scholefield and Taylor 
Sandilands, John, and John Mitton, Liverpool, Tailors. Mar 31 at 12 
at oifices of Fildes, North John st, Liverpool 
Schofield, Charles Richard, Bredbary, Chester, Schoolmaster. Apr 7 
at 3 at offices of Smith, Warren st, Stockport 
Scott, Isaac, Hanley, Stafford, Journeyman Printer. 
at offices of Tennant, Cheapside, Henley 
Smallwood, Thomas, Macclesfield, Chester, Dyer. Mar 29 xt 11 at offices 
of Cooper, Townhall chambers, Congleton 
Smith, Jabez, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Butcher. Mar 30 at 12 at Queen’s 
Head Hotel, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. Fisher and So, Ash \y-de-la-Zouch 
Spencer, William, Birmingham, Retail Brewer. Apl 3 at 10.30 at offices 
of East, Temple st, Birmingham 
Steven, James Peter, Sunderiand, Grocer. 
Wright, John st, Sunderland 
Stevenron, Henry. Hanley, Stafford, Ale and Porter Dealer, Mar 31 at 
11,30 at offices of Tennant and Co, Cheapside, Hanley 
Stone, James, High st, Brentford, Boot and Shoe Daler. Moar 27 
at 11 at offices of Staniland, Hare chambers, Hare p), Fieet st. Sini- 
land, Highgate 
Sutcliffe, ann, Habergham Eaves, Lancaster, Farmer. Mar 27 at 12 at 
Offices o ‘Artindale and Artindale, Hargreaves st, Burley 
Swann, William, Wigan, Lancaster, Builder. Mar 30 at 11 at offices of 
Stuart, King st, Wigan 
Swift, Thomas Dicken, Harefield, near Uxbridge, Saddler. Mar 23 
at 3 at the George Hotel, High st, Bedford. Staniland, North rd, 
Highgate 
Sykes, Henry, Ellesmere rd, 0ld Ford, out of business. Mar 24 at 12 at 
offices of Mortimore, Coleman st 
Tarry, Francis, Derby, Boot Maker. Mar 31 at 3 at the Bell Hotel, 
Sadler gate, Derby. Powell, Derby 
Tattersall, Richard Augustus, Birmingham, Provision Merchant. 
Mar 31 at 12 at offices of Hawkes aud Weekes, Temple st, Birming- 


Mar 24 at2 at 


Mar 31 at 11.30 


Apr 2 at 12atcfiices cf 


ham 

Tetley, John, Bradford, York, Commission Agent. Mar 27 at 10 at 
the Odd Feliows Hall, Thornton rd, Bradford 

Thomas, Edmund, Bristol, Refreshment House Keeper. Mar 30 at 11 
at offices of Tribe and Co, Albion chambers, Smali st. Brittans and 
Co, Bristol 

Thomys, Morgan Jenkin, Porth, Glamorgan, Weigher. Mar 25 at 12 
at offices of Rosser, High st, Pontypridd 

Thurmand, James, Mark Thurmand, Edwin Thurmand, and William 
Thurmand, Batley Carr, York, Woollen Manufacturers. Mar 31 at 3 
at Station Hotel, Batley. Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Trowsdale, Ephraim, Marske-by-the-Sea, York, Blacksmith. 
at 10.30 at Zetland Hotel, Marske-by-the-Sea, Ward, Middles- 
borough 

Turner, Henry, Wiliam, Burslem, Stafford, Clothier, Mar 31 at 11 
at Spread Eagle Hotel, Corporation st, Mancnester. Johnson and 
Crook, Huddersfield 

Ulyett, John, Liverpool, Brewer. Mar 30 at 3 at offi.es of Parkinson, 
Commerce st, Lora st, Liverpooi 

Upton, George, Worcester, Grocer. Mar 27 at 2 at offices of Miller, 
Broad st, Worcester 

Vearnembe, John, Bridgewater, Boot and Shoe Maker, Apr! at 2 at 
Grand Hotel, Bristol. Reed and Cook, Bridgwater 

Vigour, John, Cheriton Horethorne, Somerset, Farmer. Mar 30 at 12 
at Greyhound Hotel, Wincanton. Davies, Sherborne 

Waddilove, John, sen, Ashton, Lancaster, Wheelwright. Apr 2 at 11 
at offices of Thompson and Craven, Lune st, Preston 

Wakefie:d, William, Sowe, Warwick, Farmer, Apr 5 at 1 at offices cf 
Neale, Hey lane, Coventry 

Welker, Charies, Darlington, Durham, ont of business. Mar 25 at 10 
at offices of Barron, High row, Darlington 


Mar 24 
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Walklate, Joseph, Penkhull, Stoke-upon-Trent, Provision Dealer, My | 
25 at 3 at the North Staffordshire Railway Hotel, Stoke-upon-Try, 
Ashwell, Stoke-upon-Trent | 

Watts, Joseph, Strangsways, Manchester, Joiner, Mar 31 at 3 atthy 
Manchester Guardian Society, Moseley st, Manchester. Sale and G, 
Manchester 

Webb, James, Grove rd, Mile End, Bootmaker. Mar 25 at 2 aty 
oe building, Sc Thomas’ st, Southwark, Rashleigh, Boron, 

igh st 

White, John James, Walton, near Liverpool, Estate Agent. Aprdg 
2 at offices of Pennock and White, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Whitley, Frederick, and Jonathan James Whitley, Bradford, Yor, 
General Drapers. Mar 25 at 2 at offices of Singleton, New Booths, 
Bradford 

Williams, Henry, Cwm! lethrhyi Uchaf, Carmarthen, Farm Labourer, 
Mar 30 at 11 at offices of Howell, Stepney st, Lianelly 

Williams, John Thomas, Chorlton-cum-Hardy, Lancaster, Greangrocer, 
Apr 1 at 11 at offices of Hodgeon, Tib lane, Manchester 

Willis, James, Summerhouse terrace, Stoke Newington, Dairymm, 
Apr 2 at 2 at offices of Mills and Co, Brunswick pl, City rd - 

Wills, John, jun, Ilsington, Devon, Farmer. Apr 1 at 3 at the Unin 
Hotel, Newton Abbot. May 

Wilson, Richard, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tobacco Manufacturer, Mar} 
at | at offices of Champney, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Winch, William Henry, Reading, Watchmaker. Mar 31 at 11 at offices 
of Dodd, Friar st, Reading 

Withers, Henry, Westbury-on-3evern, Gloucester, Farmer. Mar 27g 
3 at offices o! Haines, Westgate chambers, #erkeley st, Gloucester 

Yorke, George, Rock, Ferry, Ches.er, Painter. Apr 7 at 3 at otficesof 
Carruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Young, George Augustus, Avondale sq, Old Kent rd, out of business, 
Mar 31 at 2 at offices of Layton and Co, Budge row 





SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. ’ 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘*the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable fir 
Invalids aod Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocos 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED With starch, &o., and IN REALITY CHEAM 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Vanilla Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pre 
hibited, 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 

H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 
PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR. G. H. JONES, 

SURGEON DENTIST, 

57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOUMSBORY 

(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to forward his new Pamphlet gratis and post-free, which 
explains the only perfectly painless system of adapting ARTIFICIAL 
TKETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
1853.—Consultation daily free. 


EDE AND 50N 


ROBE Ro MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, ; 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bex> 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS: & 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. _ 


40,000 to £80,000 to be Advanced on Good Securities 
at £4 per cent,—Apply to Mr. Roserr A. Wate, Solicit, 
Grantham. 


£10,000 WANTED on Mortgage of a Freehold 
Building Estate now in cours® of being developed in the Wes 
of London, The Solicitor introducing the Mortgage may act for the 
Freeholder in Leasing and Selling the rene. Fe. particulars 
apply to T, A., 8, Rowan-road, West Kensington, W. 

= - ee 


ORTGAGE.—£2,000 Wanted on Cottage Prop- 
erty of ample value. Five per cent, for a term of years. 
Aoply to Mr, Grawam, Architect, 5, Air-street, Piccadilly. 
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